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XECUTIVE SECRETARY
WALTER H. Nolan
His Excellency, John A. Volpe, Governor
Honorable Members, General Court of Massachusetts
Sirs:
On behalf of the entire Commission it is my pleasure to submit the twenty-first An-
nual Report covering the period from January 1, 1966 through December 31, 1966.
This year saw a continuation of the trend to an increased caseload which has been
apparent since 1963. A detailed study of this caseload reveals a decline only in the
employment cases based on race, and color. The decline was anticipated and it is the
belief of the Commission that full employment within the Commonwealth, the lessen-
ing of employment discrimination based on color or race, and the affirmative efforts on
the part of the largest Massachusetts employers, are the basic reasons for this decline.
The private housing complaints again increased, but the most significant element
in the increase ^sas that in 1965 almost 50% of the complaints filed was with the aid
of and through the encouragement of one organization. In 1966 the same organization
sent the Commission 22% of its housing cases, which indicates a greater public aware-
ness of Commisj;ion services, abilities and facilities.
The opening of a new branch office at 18 South Water Street, New Bedford has
made more accessible the ser\'ices of the Commission to the residents of Southeastern
Massachusetts. It has also encouraged the citizens of this area to take advantage
of the Commission facilities toward promoting equality for all.
Despite the support of the Governor and many members of the General Court, the
Commission continues to be greatly handicapped by an inadequate budget. The in-
creased caseload, plus an affirmative action program, urgently requires additional funds
with which to properly carry forward the work of the Commission. Funds were granted
for personnel in New Bedford, but no allocations were made for rent, equipment, and
all the other normal operating expenses connected with an office operation. All other
increases were denied. The Commission is once again requesting the funds vitally
necesssary to properly implement the letter and spirit of the Fair Practices Legislation.
Appreciation is expressed to the many individuals and groups within the Common-
wealth who have cooperated with the Commission in its law enforcement and affirma-
tive action programs. Without their cooperation and understanding the task would
have been much more difficult.
Recognition is given to the staff of the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrim-
ination for its dedication in these times of great change.
With every good wish I remain.
Sincerely,
MALCOLM C. WEBBER
Chairman
4POLICY STATEMENT
Aggressive affirmative action is a corollary and necessary ingredient to corrective
action in the elimination of vestiges of discrimination in an ever and rapidly changing
society.
This Commission realizes the importance of exercising strong affirmative action in
order to achieve racial equality beyond that accomplished by means of the conference,
conciliation and persuasion of complaints.
The Commission is convinced that constructive social change can be directed and con-
ditioned through the democratic process and tensions inherent in social change can be
utilized as assets. Positive, ingenious, affirmative action by the leadership of business,
labor, public education, social agencies—all the institutions of our communities and
go\ernment are necessary to procure this constructive social change.
.All efforts of the Commission are directed to improving the handling of complaints,
intensifying its endeavors in affirmative action, providing leadership, encouragement,
and expert advice and assistance to any efforts in the direction of eradicating discrim-
ination.
INTRODUCTION
The year 1966 has seen a continued expansion of the important role which the
Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination has played and must continue to
play.
The constant increase in the caseload of the Commission, is a tribute to the efficiency
and value of its existence. This increase is believed to be a vote of confidence by the
citizens of the Commonwealth who have shown a growing awareness that the Commis-
sion is a reality; to serve justly all who need its help.
In 1963, the Commission handled 339 matters and in 1966, 706,—a new peak. Of this
number only 78 employment cases based on race or color were filed. The decline was
gratifying and expected in light of present day employment conditions.
The Commission feels it has made a positive contribution in the reduction of discrim-
ination throughout the Commonwealth, but wishes to recognize the existence of a tight-
ened labor market and the efforts of enlightened employers, who have adopted a policy
of hiring on merit, as significant elements influencing the decline referred to above.
However, as a result of amendments to the law, age and sex complaints ha\e made
for an increase in the employment caseload.
Private housing continues to be an extremely important facet of the Commission work
as is shown by a rise in caseload over that for 1965. The inter-relationship of housing
discrimination and employment possibilities is becoming ever clearer. The rapid move-
ment of industry to the suburbs makes all the more necessary the elimination of housing
discrimination. If the non-white citizens of the Commonwealth are to achieve full equal-
ity all artificial barriers to employment must be removed. No benefits can be derived
from the elimination of discrimination in employment, IF housing discriminaiion exists
in the locations in which jobs are to be found.
The increase in the overall caseload has resulted in a rapid climb of open cases.
Due to the dispatch with which housing matters are handled the Commission has
managed to sray current in this area, bu: the backlog in all other areas is continually
increasing. Unless budgetary problems are met the operation of this agency must in-
evitably be curtailed, with the resulting lack of service to those persons who are discrim-
inated against, and seeking recourse through the Commission.
With the aid of federal funds, a study of the transportation industry was conducted
by the Commission. This study disclosed an employment area in which there is need
for improvement to bring about equal employment opportunities. The Commission is
seeking additional federal funds to initiate and implement a program w^hich will
attempt to achieve an integrated work force within this important industry.
There is a most difficult road ahead to achieve the goal of an open society but the
Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination sincerely believes that it can be and
must be achieved with the greatest expediency possible.
5STAFF — NEW FACES
Commissioner
Mrs. Erna Ballantine, Boston. Education: University of Havana, Cuba; North-
eastern University and Boston University. Board Member: American Friends Service
Committee, Boston Area School Placement Program (BRIDGE), Citizens Housing and
Planning Council, Commission on Housing, Metropolitan Boston Association, United
Church of Christ, CORE, Ecumenical Center in Roxbury, Educational Enrichment
Program, Metropolitan Council for Educational Opportunity, NAACP, St. Mark Social
Center, Y.W.C.A., Vice-President-United Community Services; charter board member.
Citizens for Boston Public Schools and co-founder of Our Neighborhood Betterment
Council.
Director of Research
Thomas H. Freeman, Reading. Education: Maiden Business College, Suffolk Univer-
sity, Northeastern University—B.B.A. degree in Industrial Relations and Brandeis
University (Lasker Fellow). Military Service: Joined U. S. Army Air Corp as Private.
Is now Major and Commander of 85th Air Terminal Squadron—Air Reserve. Member:
Reserve Officers Association, West Side Social Club of Wakefield, American Legion.
State Employees Association and Director—West Side Building Association. Publica-
tions: "The South End Images", "The Job Applicant 45 Years of Age and Over" and
"A Study of the Employment Problems of the Older Worker."
Mr. Freeman, who was formerly a field representative with the Commission, is not
a new face, but one in a new position.
Field Representative
Gregory P. Centeio, New Bedford. Education: New Bedford Institute of Tech-
nology, Boston College and Department of Labor. Member: Cape Verdean Action
Committee, Cape Verdean Ultramarine Band Club, Inc., Adolph F. "Doc" Coimbra
Scholarship Fund, Workshop for Equality, former member of New Bedford Chamber
of Commerce.
A former member of the Massachusetts Division of Employment Security, Mr. Centeio
is a specialist on testing.
SUMMARY OF COMMISSION ACTIVITIES
The twenty-first Annual Report of the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrim-
ination covers the period of the 1966 calendar year .
There were 706 matters filed with the Commission for the reporting year. These
matters involved alleged incidents of unlawful discrimination based on race, color,
religious creed, national origin, sex, age or ancestry in employment and on race, creed,
color, national origin or ancestry in housing, places of public accommodations and ad-
mission to educational institutions.
A survey of the tenant selection policies of 27 public housing authorities was con-
ducted by the staff to determine the existence of equal opportunity, equal treatment
and absence of segregation.
The survey included a stringent examination and analysis of tenant selection and
assignment procedures, the number and name of each completed housing development,
the management of each housing authority and the contemplated number of units to
be built within the immediate future.
An opinion sur\'ey of civil rights leaders throughout the Commonwealth was com-
pleted and reported in 1966. This survey acquired documented information of the
awareness and attitudes of the civil rights leaders relating to the Commission, its func-
tions, effectiveness and performance and the extent of their specific knowledge pertain-
ing to the laws administered by the MCAD. A summary of this survey is recounted in
a subsequent section of this report.
The pilot study of employment policies and patterns in the transportation industry
conducted by the Commission, as a result of a federal grant and with the cooperation
of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and Wayne State University, was
6completed and reported during 1966. The findings of this study appear in another
section of this lepon.
As part of the Commission educational program 5700 units of the study. " Discrim-
ination—Danger to Democracy", were disiributed to high schools throughout the
Commonwealth. Some school ofl&cials were oriented, others re-oriented to the use of
this brochure and the bibliography included therein.
Consistent with Commission policy an annual examination was made of the adver-
tising brochures used by resorts doing business within the state. Xo violations '>%ere
found in the 1234 brochures examined during the reporting year.
New Bedford Mayor HaiTington and the Commission s New Bedford Council were
co-s|:onsors with the Commission of an Equal Employment Opportunity Day held in
that ciiv in January. This was attended by representatives of 35 different business
interests from the local community. As a result of this project, job opportunities were
made available and emplovment given to non-whites by a number of the companies
who were represented at the conference. Some of these companies had onlv hired
whites; others had hired non-whites only for menial jobs up to this time.
A series of conferences were held with representatives of the large chain retail stores
having supermarkets in the New Bedford-Fall River-Cape Cod area. They agreed to
cooperate in producing a change in emplovment practices whereby it appeared that
non-whites were excluded bv design. A progiam was initiated to ascertain that non-
whites applv and be employed, when qualified.
The Commission was co-sponsor in a Job Opportunity Day held at Springfield in
March. Fifty of the largest employers in the Greater Springfield area participated in
the program which emphasized the existence of job opportimities for non-whites.
Over eight hundred interested persons attended the program. Of this number forty-
seven were hired that day. Numerous others were found qualified and informed their
application would be kept on file for future contact.
During 1966 the Commission conducted 56 public hearings. It petitioned the Su-
perior Court eleven times for injunctions. Five requests were granted, two were denied
and agreements were reached in four cases prior to the couk taking any action. The
respondent appealed to the Superior Court from an order by the Commission in five
cases.
An amendment to the law enacted in June requires the Commission to include in
its annual report all opinions for which a bona fide occupational qualification was
sought bv an emplover, emplo^Tnent agenc\ or labor organization. There were seven-
teen such requests after the effective date. September 27, 1966. These are recorded in
this report. These were pan of 150 requests made for bona fide occupational qual-
ifications during the entire year.
The Commission members and staff gave addresses in 92 Speaking engagements and
were participants in an additional 153 conferences. Thev made 24 radio broadcasts
and participated in 3 telecasts.
After repeated requests for a New Bedford office the Commission was provided with
funds for a field representative and senior clerk-stenographer to operate out of this
area. Because no provisions were made for office, furniture and other necessaries to
operate such an office, the Commission has been able resourcefully to acquire office
space and furniture from ONBOAEJD. a New Bedford communitv action agencv. This
new Commission office was officiallv opened. November 21, 1966.
The Boston, Springfield and New Bedford offices of the Commission were visited bv
1545 persons, who made inquiries ^ : fference to their rights, pri\-ileges and respon-
sibilities under the la\\s administere :1 b' ::te Commission.
COMPLL\NCE THROUGH COMPLAINTS
The complaint method continues to be the most effective, decisive and swift means
of acquiring compliance with the laws against discrimination. The success obtained
in this manner is reflected by the increased caseload as personified bv the ever grow-
ing number of persons filing individual complaints. Success is further reSected bv
the allegiance and support given the Commission by an increasing number of the
social action organizations throughout the Commonwealth. The interest and faith
7shown by these agencies has been a factor aiding in the growth of the caseload as a
result of referrals of aggrieved individuals to the Commission for assistance. These
factors added to the augmenting of the caseload by the filing of Commission initiated
complaints has resulted in the increase shown by the statistics presented elsewhere in
this report.
Because of statutory provision the Commission may not disclose what has occurred
in the course of its endeavors to eliminate discriminatory practices through the process
of conference, conciliation and persuasion. The Commission is allowed to publish the
facts in the case of any complaint which has been dismissed and the terms of con-
ciliation when disposition has been made. Limiting itself to the prescribed functions
the Commission is reporting six case histories of complaints disposed of by means of
conciliation.
Two histories reported cite complaints in employment discrimination: one involving
color; the other involving sex. One history reports a public accommodations com-
plaint; the other three are in the area of housing.
Complaint Histories
Employment
Case No. XXI-3-C
This complaint was filed with the MCAD against one plant of a large textile chain,
January 11, 1966. The complainant alleged that he had applied to the Massachusetts
Division of Employment Security for a job. The interviewer first telephoned a Mer-
rimack Valley company to ascertain the vacancy existed and then referred the com-
plainant for employment. Upon arrival at the plant contact was made with the per-
sonnel supervisor, who stated that a vacancy existed and took the complainant to see
the foreman. The foreman said there was no vacancy and that someone was coming
that afternoon to fill the vacancy.
The complainant charged that he was denied employment and discriminated against
because of his color since both the employment agency interviewer and personnel super-
visor had stated that a job was available, but the foreman had not hired him.
Investigation disclosed that the complainant was subjected to unequal terms and
conditions of employment for the following reasons:
The respondent had used different criteria evaluating the complainant than that
used to assess two white applicants, who applied within two days after the complainant
(experience possessed by the complainant was disregarded);
Conflicting statements were made by the personnel department that applicants are
required to complete their application form (the complainant was allegedly refused be-
cause he had not, the two white applicants failing to answer the same questions were
hired);
The respondent insisted that the complainant should have accepted employment
on the second shift but only the first and third shifts were offered to the two applicants
hired;
The requirement that the complainant complete the question on the employment
application form pertaining to personal references but ignoring the fact that the two
applicants hired had failed to answer the same section;
The fact that the complainant was informed by the state employment agency in-
terviewer and the personnel manager of the respondent that there was a vacancy on
the first shift for which he applied and which the foreman claimed was filled; and
The personnel manager admitting that he had made no attempt to check and obtain
information concerning the references of the two applicants hired (one for the first
and one for the third shift).
The complaint was conciliated when the respondent hired the complainant;
Held a series of orientation meetings in which all administrative, managerial and
executive personnel were thoroughly instructed that the company policy is one of equal
employment opportunity and directed that there must be complete compliance; and
Applicants were sought through personal contact with all segments of the com-
munity to include the minority groups, with positive statements of hiring policy so
that there can be no doubt that all applicants will receive the same consideration and
treatment.
8Cases No. II-50-S—II-57-S
These complaints filed by women employees against the emplover, August 24, 1966,
alleging discrimination in terms and conditions of employment by refusal to consider
and upgrade any of them to a position as accountant irrespective of the fact that they
possess the required qualifications to include seniority to make them eligible for con-
sideration and appointment. The complainants alleged that the vacancy was posted
for bid in accordance with union contract. When they bid upon the job, they were
notified that the work was not suitable for a female. The job was awarded to a male
emplovee possessing much less seniority.
The respondent, a public utility, claimed that the job required auditing of supplies
at a number of warehouses; doing some heavy lifting during the auditing; getting on
the job between 4:00-4:30 A.M. some mornings; climbing heights up to fifteen feet to
conduct the audit; perfonning the audit in buildings that possess no rest room facilities
for women and open door rest room facilities for men, which would be exposed to the
accountant: tra\ersing a catwalk four stories above the ground; being in an area where
there are only males some of whom use extensive profanity; and work too dirty for a
woman.
The Commission found discrimination was practiced against the female employees
after detemiining that the job was not one that would be "physically injurious or a
health hazard" to a female employee.
The case was conciliated on the following terms:
1. That the position of accountant be declared open to all qualified persons regard-
less of sex;
2. That adequate compensation be paid the female complainant with the greatest
seniority, who bid upon the job; and
3. That the respondent's employment application form be revised to eliminate the
unlawful inquiry into the maiden name of the wife of male applicants.
Public Accommodations
Case No. XVI-7-C
The complainant charged that he was denied accommodations at a Cape Cod camp-
ing site because of his color. He alleged that he accompanied by his nine year old
child and a white friend and her eleven year old child had driven to the Cape from
Boston, Saturday morning, July 23, 1966, after he had worked the previous day and
night. During the trip while being relieved from driving, he fell asleep. "When he
awoke, the friend was talking with the person apparently in charge of the camp site.
The camp site was for him and his family and did not involve the friend. As he got
out of the car and started toward the camp operator, his friend turned, approached
him and informed him that accommodations were refused after the operator, noticing
him asleep in the car, stated, "^Ve don't take them. We don't take Negroes."
Upon completion of the investigation, the investigating commissioner ruled that
discrimination was practiced.
Terms of conciliation included the offering of facilities to the complainant and a
written statement that camp sites will be available for rental to applicants without
regard to their race, color, religious creed or national origin. Further the respondent
pledged strict adherence to the provisions of the public accommodations law against
discrimination.
Housing
Case No. PrH VIII-17-C
The complainant filed a complaint with the Commission, March 16, 1966 alleging
that he and his wife examined and rented an apartment in Taunton, March 12, 1966
at which time he was given keys to the front and back doors.
\\Tien he tried to enter the apartment, a few days later, to measure windows foi
curtains, he discovered the keys would not unlock the apartment doors. He alleged
further that he had given a forty dollar deposit to the respondent after examining the
apartment and arranged for his wife to bring the remaining balance of thirty-five
dollars to the respondent as soon as he returned home as payment in advance for one
month's rent.
9While the wife was en route with the balance of the first month's rent, the re-
spondent telephoned and stated he would like to return the deposit, because the
neighbors were acting as if "something was going to happen." The respondent's wife
accepted the balance and turned over the keys to the wife of the complainant. Two
days later the respondent phoned again and wanted to return the deposit for the
first month's rent, giving as a reason that the second and third floor occupants of the
house would move because there was not sufficient playroom in the backyard. The
complainant has six children, ages one to ten.
The complainant contacted the second floor occupant, a former co-worker of the
complainant's, who stated that he was aware of what was occurring because the re-
spondent had contacted him several times and stated he was looking for a legal way
to prevent the complainant from becoming a tenant. The second floor tenant has only
one small child and the third floor tenant none.
The complainant charged the respondent with unlawful discrimination in denying
him housing because of his color.
During the course of the investigation the respondent stated that the complainant
had six children. Since the apartment had been completely redecorated and modern-
ized, the six children, without adequate play yard space would destroy the apartment.
He stated further that he had purchased the property as an investment. The income
just covers operating expenses. If one or both of the other tenants move because the
complainant is rented the apartment, the property will be lost through mortgage fore-
closure to the bank. The respondent denied at all times that color was a determinant
in the rental.
After the Commission field representative pointed out that the respondent knew the
size of the complainant's family from the start of inquiries and negotiations, and that
irrespective of this a contract had been consummated, the respondent said the com-
plainant could have the apartment. He explained that he had contacted his attorney
after accepting the month's rent in advance from the complainant. The attorney had
advised the changing of the locks and the lock-out as the easiest, least complicated way
to handle the matter.
The respondent telephoned the complainant, apologized and offered the apartment.
The complainant accepted and moved in promptly, after a rent adjustment was made
for the period of lock-out.
Case No. SPr HIII-8-C
In response to a newspaper advertisement the complainant made an appointment to
see an apartment in Holyoke. When he and his fiancee kept the appointment, the
respondent informed them the apartment was rented and that she had accepted a de-
posit. In answer to inquiries she stated she had other apartments but they were rented
also. She did, however, show an apartment.
After leaving the respondent's property the complainant, a Negro, contacted a white
friend and related his experience. The friend phoned the same number and made an
arrangement to see the advertised apartment without committal by the respondent as
to its status.
The friend was shown several apartments by the respondent. He expressed a pref-
erence for one apartment and placed a fifteen dollar deposit on it using as name of
the depositor that of the complainant.
When the respondent gave the friend the receipt, she informed him of the attempt
by the complainant to rent an apartment. She explained she had been non-committal,
while talking on the phone, because she thought the complainant was checking her
statements.
The complaint was then filed with the Commission charging the respondent with
refusing to rent an apartment to the complainant because of his color.
The respondent admitted during the investigation that she had told the complainant
the apartment was rented. She also admitted showing a different apartment to the
complainant's friend and accepting a deposit. When asked to rent an apartment to the
complainant, she stated all her apartments were rented. She gave the names of the
parties to whom the apartments were allegedly rented. Investigation failed to produce
any of the individual renters. Whereupon the Commission obtained an injunction
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against the respondent, after the respondent told the field representative she had listed
her apartment houses for sale with two of the local real estate agencies.
The complaint was disposed of through conciliation with the following terms:
That the complainant be offered an apartment; and
That the respondent accord all applicants equal treatment without regard to race,
color, religious creed or national origin.
The complainant accepted the apartment and moved into it, June 18, 1966. The
respondent gave a pledge of compliance to the Commission.
Case No. PrH VIII-67-C
The complainant contacted the respondent by phone and inquired if an apartment
at a specific address in Lowell was for rent. When the reply was in the affirmative, the
complainant made an appointment to examine it. At the appointed time the re-
spondent drove up to the designated address and asked if the complainant was Mrs.
. Upon receiving confirmation the respondent stated she did not rent to
colored. She added she would absolutely not rent to the complainant because all the
tenants would move out. The complainant was not shown the apartment. As a result
of the conversation and actions of the respondent, a complaint was filed charging that
the complainant was discriminated against and denied housing accommodations be-
cause of her color.
A tester contacted the respondent following the complainant's experience. The tester
was informed that there was an apartment for rent. The tester then informed the
respondent that there is a state law making it illegal to discriminate against applicants
because of their color. When told that a complaint had been filed against her the re-
spondent became very angry. She said all her other tenants would move out and that
she was not going to rent to colored and that was that.
When the Commission field representative performing the investigation reviewed the
complaint with the respondent, the latter agreed that all the allegations were accurate
and true. She stated that she had nothing against Negroes, but she was afraid of them
She also feared that if she rented to one Negro family, she would have to rent all
her apartments to Negroes. She was certain that Negroes do not properly maintain
their apartments and in a very short time her apartment houses (she owns six) would
look like those on Street, a Negro area.
The respondent said she had discussed the complainant and tester with her brother-
in-law the night before the investigation was conducted. She was surprised when he
told her that the passing of a housing bill by Congress appeared imminent. She dis-
cussed the state law with the Commission field representative and indicated that her
mind was now changed, she would rent to Negroes, however the apartment referred to
in the complaint had been rented. This fact was established by examination of her
records.
The respondent had a vacancy in the building next door, which she offered to the
complainant. This apartment was in better condition at a slightly higher price. The
respondent promised to apply the same standards of qualification to the complainant
accorded other applicants. Also, she promised she would offer the complainant first
preference.
The complainant rented the apartment. She is well pleased with the apartment and
her neighbors. The respondent has been very helpful and cooperative. When she col-
lects her rents each week, she makes the stop at the complainant's apartment a social
call, where she sits and chats over a cup of coffee. She and the complainant have be-
come friends and address each other by the first name.
PUBLIC HEARINGS
Reported this year are the decisions in five appeals to the Superior Court for judicial
review from orders issued by the Commission after conducting public hearings. There
are also two cases pending before the Massachusetts Supreme Court: Strong v. New
Haven Railroad and MCAD v. Local Finance Co., of Rockland.
Among these appeals was one by a complainant, whose complaint was dismissed.
The Commission in issuing the order reversed the decision of the investigating com-
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raissioner. who had found for the complainant in a complaint alleging discrimination
in being discharged from employment because of color. The following is the court
decision.
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Suffolk, SS.
Superior Court
No. 84004 Equity
CLARENCE STRONG
vs.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
and
Richard Joyce Smith, William J. Kirk, and Harry W. Dorigan
Final Decree
This cause came on to be heard upon a Petition for Review of an order of the Mas-
sachusetts Commission Against Discrimination and was argued by Counsel thereon and
thereupon, upon consideration thereof it is hereby ordered, adjudged and decreed
that the decision of the Commission is hereby affirmed.
By the Court, (Vallely, J.)
Entered: February 4, 1966
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION Findings of Fact
On Relation of: Conclusions of Law
MILDRED J. McINTYRE, Complainant and Order
Against
PATRICK F. CACCAMO and PrH VII-79-C
MARY J. MARCELLING, Respondents
Upon all the evidence at the hearing herein the Massachusetts Commission Against
Discrimination, by Malcolm C. Webber, Presiding Hearing Commissioner and Hearing
Commissioners Ben G. Shapiro and John F. Albano, finds that the respondent, Patrick
F. Caccamo, has engaged in unlawful discriminatory practices as defined in Chapter
151 B, section 4, paragraph 7 of the Massachusetts General Laws, and further finds that
the respondent, Mary J. Marcellino, has not engaged in any unlawful discriminatory
practices, and states its findings as follows:
Findings of Fact
(1) The complaint dated September 20, 1965 was filed by Mildred J. Mclntyre, com-
plainant, for alleged discriminatory practices in violation of G. L. Chapter 151B, by the
respondents, Patrick F. Caccamo and Mary J. Marcellino.
(2) Mildred J. Mclntyre, is a Negro. She is a service representative employed by
New England Telephone and Telegraph Company.
(3) On Friday, September 17, 1965, the complainant telephoned the respondent,
Patrick F. Caccamo, in response to an advertisement that appeared in the Belmont
Citizen and Belmont Herald, reading as follows:
"Belmont, Nov. 1, 2nd floor, nr. church, transportation, parking space avail-
able, call IV 4-2946 between 7 and 3 P.M."
The respondent was an owner of said apartment which was located at 42-44 White
Street, Belmont, and he had placed said advertisement in said newspaper for the pur-
pose of offering the apartment for rent to members of the public.
(4) Mrs. Mclntyre told the respondent that she was interested in the apartment. The
respondent instructed her to call a Mrs. Nilsen, the then tenant of the apartment, in
order to arrange to see it. The respondent asked who the apartment was for and how
many people there were in the complainant's family, to which she replied that it was
for her mother, herself and two teenage children, and that her older brother would be
staying there for a while before he decided whether or not to enter the Army. In
the course of the telephone conversation the complainant was advised that tiie rent
was §100 a month without heat and that there were six rooms, and who was to pay
12
the utilities. The respondent did not then say that any other people were interested
in the apartment.
(5) Immediately after speaking to the respondent, the complainant telephoned said
Mrs. Betty Nilsen and arranged to see the said apartment in the morning of the next
day, Saturday, September 18, 1965. Mrs. Nilsen did not say when she was first tele-
phoned that any other people were interested in the apartment.
(6) On Saturday, September 18, 1965, at about 10:00 A.M. the complainant was shown
the apartment by Mrs. Nilsen, and ascertained from her various facts about it. The
complainant said that she was very interested, and was advised by Mrs. Nilsen that
she would have to speak further to the respondent. Mrs. Nilsen said that she had just
received a telephone call from another lady who was also very interested.
(7) As soon as the complainant left the apartment, Mrs. Nilsen telephoned the home
of the respondent and asked for him, but he was out. Mrs. Nilsen spoke, however,
with the respondent's wife and informed her of the complainant's visit and that she
was a Negro.
(8) Shortly after viewing the apartment, at about 10:15 A.M., the complainant tried
to reach the respondent by telephone at his home. The phone was answered by the
respondent's wife who said that she was expecting the respondent at 12:00 noon. The
complainant left her name but not her telephone number.
(9) At 12:00 noon of said Saturday, the complainant telephoned again and the tele-
phone was answered by an unidentified woman who said that the respondent would
not be in until 5:30 P.M. The complainant called again at 5:30 P.M. and was told by
a child that the respondent would not be there until after dinner. The complainant
telephoned at 6:30 P.M. and that time succeeded in reaching the respondent. She iden-
tified herself by name and the respondent acknowledged recognizing her. The com-
plainant said that she was very interested in the apartment. The respondent replied,
"Yes, I have about ten people who are also very interested in it and I am going to
have to make a decision regarding the apartment. Is there a number that I can call
you at?" The complainant furnished to the respondent her number to the telephone
business office, and the telephone conversation ended. The respondent did not elicit
additional information as to the complainant's background, financial responsibility or
family during this conversation, nor did he request her to furnish such information in
the future.
(10) On the same Saturday, September 18, 1965, on or about 6:30, one Donald
Mclnnes, who is the Chairman of the Fair Housing Sub-Committee of the Watertown
Fair Practices Committee, was advised by the Chairman of the Belmont Fair Housing
Committee that the complainant was having difficulty renting said apartment and he
was asked to "test" the availability of the apartment. Accordingly, he immediately
telephoned the respondent, representing that he was a person interested in the apart-
ment. Mr. Mclnnes was advised by the respondent that the apartment was available
November 1, 1965, as had been stated in the ad. He was told that the rent was $100
a month, plus heat and utilities, and to arrange to see the apartment with Mrs. Nilsen.
Mr. Mclnnes is white.
(11) The next day, Sunday, Mr. Mclnnes and his wife viewed the apartment, being
shown about by Mr. and Mrs. Nilsen. Mrs. Mclnnes said that they had two children,
10 and 12 years old. The Nilsens stated that four other people had looked at the apart-
ment, one of whom was a Negro. One of the Nilsens said, "Of course, it would be
difficult for Mr. Caccamo to rent to a Negro because he had so many relatives in the
neighborhood." One of the Nilsens also said that the lower floor apartment was oc-
cupied by a relative of the Caccamo family.
(12) At about 2:30 P.M. on Sunday, Mr, Mclnnes telephoned the respondent and
said he wished to take the apartment. The respondent replied that one other person
had expressed serious interest in the apartment and that he wanted to wait until he
heard from that one other person. The respondent did not name said other interested
party but used the pronoun "he" in referring to him. The respondent said that he
wanted references from the other interested person; and that if that person "fell out
of the picture," then from Mr. Mclnnes. The respondent said that there would be a
short-time lag between obtaining the references, investigating them, and then letting
the other person or Mr. Mclnnes know if they could rent the apartment.
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(13) Mr, Mclnnes tried to telephone the respondent later in the day on Sunday but
was unsuccessful in reaching him. He next spoke to the respondent on the morning
of Monday, September 20, and was then told that the other person had not yet called.
In that conversation, or in a previous one, Mr. Mclnnes advised the respondent that
he had two children and would stay at least two years. Thereafter, on Monday eve-
ning, the respondent and Mr. Mclnnes had a further conversation of an inconclusive
nature during which the respondent said that he hoped to be able to rent the apart-
ment for more than two years. On ^Vednesday evening, Mclnnes again called the re-
spondent, and was told that he was withdrawing the apartment from the market be-
cause a legal matter had arisen. (The complaint herein had been filed the previous
Monday.)
(14) The respondent's statement made to the complainant that he had "about ten
people who were also very interested" in the apartment was untrue, and the respond-
ent knew it was imtrue. It was made to discourage the complainant from further seek-
ing the apartment.
(15) The respondent's response and statements to the complainant over the telephone
on the evening of Saturdav, September 18, were markedlv different from and less
favorable than his response and statements to Donald Mclnnes at 2:30 P.M. the ne.Kt
day, and thereafter. Such difference in treatment was not based on any information
then or thereafter in the respondent's possession relating to complainant's credit, tenant
suitability, references or the like. The respondent made no effort to investigate the com-
plainant's acceptibility in these respects during or following their telephone conver-
sation Saturday evening.
(16) The respondent's statement to Donald Mclnnes at 2:30 P.M. on Sunday, Septem-
ber 19, that only one other person had expressed serious interest in the apartment,
and his subsequent references to such person as "he", indicated that the respondent
was determined not to rent to the complainant or to consider her further although she
had, in fact, expressed serious interest the previous day and although the respondent
had no derogators- information about her.
(17) The respondent knew that the complainant was a Negro at the time of his
telephone conversation with her Saturday evening, September 18.
Conclusions
(1) The apartment in question in this proceeding located at 42-44 White Street,
Belmont, comes within the definition of "other covered housing accommodations"
within the meaning of Clause 12 of Section 1 of General Laws Chapter 151B.
(2) The respondent's course of conduct, statements and dealings with respect to the
complainant, Mildred J. Mclntyre, were such as to amount to a refusal to negotiate
with her in good faith for the leasing of said apanment because of her race or color,
and were an unlawful practice within the meaning of G. L. c. 151B, s. 4.
(3) The respondent's course of conduct, statements and dealings with respect to the
complainant, Mildred J. Mclntyre, were such as to constitute a denial to and with-
holding from her of said apartment because of her race and color and were an unlaw-
ful practice within the meaning of G. L. c. 15 IB, s. 4.
(4) No evidence was presented indicating that Man- J. Marcellino participated in
any way in any of the aforesaid conduct, statements or dealings.
Order
Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact and pursuant to Section 5, Chapter
151 B, of the General Laws of Massachusetts, it is hereby
ORDERED, by the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination
1. That all charges against Man.- J. Marcellino be dismissed.
2. That respondent Patrick F. Caccamo, his agents, senants. emplovees. assigns and
successors shall:
a) Cease and desist from denying to and withholding from said Mildred J.
Mclntyre, the said housing accommodation located at 42-44 "White Street,
Belmont.
b) Offer forthwith to complainant, Mildred J. Mclntyre, the said housing accom-
modations located at 42-44 "White Street, Belmont.
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c) If said Mildred J. Mclntyre no longer desires to rent said housing accommo-
dations, cease and desist from denying any other prospective tenant, on the
basis of race, creed, color, national origin or national ancestry, the opportunity
to rent or lease or negotiate for the rent or lease of said housing accommoda-
tions at such time or times as said housing accommodations may again here-
after be directly or through an agent made generally available to the public
for lease or rental, by any means of public offering.
3. Notify the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination at its offices at
41 Tremont Street, Boston, 02108, within 30 days after service of this Order, as to
steps respondent, Patrick F. Caccamo, has taken to comply with such Order.
s/ MALCOLM C. WEBBER
Presiding Hearing Commissioner
s/ BEN G. SHAPIRO
Hearing Commissioner
s/ JOHN F. ALBANO
Hearing Commissioner
Dated January 5, 1966, Boston, County of Suffolk
An order was issued by the Commission, December 17, 1963, against Respondent
George V. Wattendorf, a real estate broker and housing management business opera-
tor, in determination of a public hearing involving a housing complaint.
The respondent appealed this order. At the conclusion of the appeal hearing the
Suffolk Superior Court issued a decree supporting the Commission order, October 24,
1964.
As a result of a complaint filed the following day the Commission initiated con-
tempt proceedings against the respondent. The following is the brief, filed for the
Commission by its legal counsel, the assistant attorney generals named hereinafter,
which was prepared for the contempt hearing that took place before the Suffolk
Superior Court, March 3, 1966.
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Suffolk, ss. Superior Court
No. 82138 Equity
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION, Petitioner
v,
GEORGE V. WATTENDORF, Respondent
PETITIONER'S BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF THE ARGUMENT THAT A
FINDING OF CONTEMPT WILL LIE AGAINST GEORGE V. WATTEN-
DORF IF THE COURT FINDS THAT JOHN J. COLEMAN, WHILE
ACTING WITHIN THE SCOPE OF HIS EMPLOYMENT, UNLAWFULLY
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ROGER MATTHEWS ON THE 20TH AND
22ND OF OCTOBER, 1965.
Statement of the Case
On October 25, 1964, this Honorable Court entered a final decree in the above-en-
titled case, a copy of which decree is annexed to the petition as "Exhibit A".3
In said decree, the respondent, George V. Wattendorf, who at the time the decree was
1 The respondent, Wattendorf, has attempted to challenge the scope of the October
26, 1964 decree. The rule in Massachusetts is clear, namely, that in a contempt pro-
ceeding, there can be no re-examination of the merits nor any hearing to determine
whether or not the injunction is too broad. Irving and Casson v. Howlett, 229 Mass.
560, 562; Hamlin v. N. Y., N. H. and Hartford R.R., 170 Mass. 548; Bacon V. Onset
Bay Grove Association, 286 Mass. 487, 490; State Realty Co. of Boston, Inc. v. MacNeil,
341 Mass. 123, 124.
15
entered and at all times therafter, has been conducting a real estate business in
Dorchester, Boston, Massachusetts, was ordered to refrain from engaging in discrim-
inator)' practices. The decree, in part, ordered:
"1. That respondent cease and desist and in the future refrain from making
any inquiry, distinction, discrimination or restriction on account of color
or race in the conduct of any phase of respondent's business." (Emphasis
supplied.)
On October 25, 1965, a complaint was filed with the Massachusetts Commission
Against Discrimination alleging that the respondent, George V. Wattendorf and his
employee, John J. Coleman, had discriminated in the conduct of his business against
one Roger Matthews because of Matthew's race and color. As a result of an investiga-
tion of this complaint, the Commission authorized the bringing of a petition for con-
tempt against George V. Wattendorf and John J. Coleman. An order of notice was
issued by this Court against Wattendorf only .2
At the hearing on the petition, there was evidence that George V. W^attendorf con-
ducted a real estate brokerage and management business at 618 Washington Street,
Dorchester, under the name of G. V. Wattendorf, Realtor (Exhibit 2), which business
was a sole proprietorship; that John J. Coleman was the respondent George V. Watten-
dorf 's sales manager at the 618 Washington Street office; that Coleman had authority
to run the office and to place newspaper ads and real estate rental listings on behalf of
Wattendorf; that Coleman had authority to determine what rental properties to show
and what properties not to show to customers of Wattendorf; and that Coleman acted
solely for, in the name of, and on behalf of Wattendorf, whose name appears on the
office where Coleman works, in whose name all telephones are listed, whose business
name appears on Coleman's business card (Exhibit 2), and who receives a share of all
commissions on rentals consummated by Coleman on Wattendorf 's behalf.
There was also extensive evidence upon which this Court would be justified in
finding that Coleman, acting in the scope of his authority and employment, and for
and in behalf of Wattendorf, treated Matthews, a Negro, in a discriminatory manner
because of his color and race by withholding rental properties of the general type
sought by Matthews.
Following the hearing, during oral argument, the Court raised the question whether
it would be justified in holding Wattendorf in contempt where Wattendorf himself
had not directly and personally engaged in the transactions with Matthews.
This brief is directed primarily to this one question. The petitioner respectfully
submits that a decree directing Wattendorf not to discriminate "in any phase of his
business," makes Wattendorf accountable for actions violative of said decree carried
out by his servants and employees, and that acts of discrimination committed by his
own sales manager, while acting within the scope of his employment and for Watten-
dorf's benefit, constitute the nonperformance of a nondelegable duty imposed by the
court.
2 The court would not issue an order of notice against Coleman on the basis that
he was not a party to the case out of which arose the October 26, 1964, decree. We
respectfully submit that the Court was in error in refusing to issue the order of notice
against Coleman since it is a well-established rule that an individual may be held
in contempt of a judicial decree although not a party to the decree if it is shown
that the individual knew of the decree and was aware that his conduct was contrary
to the mandate of the court. See Alves v. Town of Braintree, 341 Mass. 6, 166 N.E.
2d 720 (1960); Spence v. Woodman Co., 213 Ga. 588, 100 S.E. 2d 435 (1957); Wallace
V. Sowards, 313 Ky. 360, 231 S.W. 2d 10 (1950); Alemite Mfg. Corp. v. Staff; 42 F. 2d
832 (1930); People v. Kennedy, 43, 111. App. 2d 299, 193 N.E. 2d 464 (1963); New York
State Labor Relations Board v. George B. Wheeler, Inc., 31 N.Y.S. 2d 785, 177 Misc.
945 (1941). The fact that no order of notice was issued against John J. Coleman does
not preclude his being held in contempt at this later date. This Court could, in the
interest of preserving its decrees, issue an order of notice to John J. Coleman direct-
ing him to show cause why he should not be held in contempt of the October 26, 1964
decree of this Court.
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Argument
In proceedings against the respondent, George V. Wattendorf, for civil contempt of
the October 26, 1964, decree ordering the respondent not to discriminate in any phase
of his business it is no defense that the act of discrimination was committed by the
respondent's sales manager, the respondent being strictly accountable for the acts of
his employees while they are acting within the scope of their authority.
An examination of the authorities reveals that it has long been the rule that an
employer who has been enjoined from performing a certain act cannot in a contempt
proceeding defend on the basis that the act was performed by his agent, acting
within the scope of his authority but contrary to the orders of the employer.
"It is the clear duty of one who is enjoined from the commission of a
particular act not only to refrain from doing the act in person, but also to
restrain his employees from doing the thing forbidden, and a mere passive
and personal obedience to the order will not suffice. And when, by his own
negligence and inattention, one who has been enjoined permits his agents,
partners and employees to do the prohibited act, he may be punished for
contempt in disregarding the injunction. And where defendant, against whom
an injunction has been issued, negligently fails to take the proper steps to
insure obedience to the writ upon the part of his employees, he may be held
guilty of a violation of the injunction."
Injunction, High, 4th Edition, sec. 1438, Citing Poertner v. Russell, 33 Wise.
193 (1873); Westinghouse A-B-Co. v. Christensen E. Co. 121 Fed. 562 (1903).
In the Westinghouse case, the defendant company had been enjoined from infring-
ing upon the complainant's patents. Although the officers of the defendant corpora-
tion issued orders to the employees not to make certain devices, when the devices
were manufactured in violation of the injunction, the court found the defendant cor-
poration in contempt, ruling that the "enjoined defendant should take such steps
as will enforce obedience to their instructions on part of the employees."
The cases referred to above and those which follow take into consideration that
it would be almost impossible to enforce a decree against an employer if he were
allowed to plead that the contumacious act was performed by his employee against
his express orders. Agreements and understandings of a sub rosa nature between em-
ployer and employee could easily be used to circumvent a judicial decree if it were
required that there be proof of the employer's direct and explicit involvement in the
violation of the decree.
The instant decree forbidding discrimination "in any phase of" Wattendorf's busi-
ness would be meaningless if it applied only to Wattendorf personally since many
"phases" of the business are carried out by salesmen acting for Wattendorf. Ob-
viously, it was intended that Wattendorf as head of the business assume responsibility
for the actions of those under his control. This is scarcely a very severe burden, since
in spite of Coleman's self-serving testimony that Wattendorf told him not to discrim-
inate, we know as a practical matter that employees do not normally act contrary to
the seriously -intended instructions of their boss. On the other hand, it is easy for
an employer to give formal instructions "for the record" while letting it be known
in hundreds of different ways that such instructions are not to be taken too seriously.
The real test of the employer's good faith and diligence, obviously, is not the instruc-
tions but what his employees actually do.
A contempt case which is analogous is Singer Manufacturing Co. v. Sun Vacuum
Stores, Inc., 192 F. Supp. 738 (1961). There certain salesmen of the defendant com
pany were illegally exploiting the name of the Singer Manufacturing Company in
an effort to promote the defendant's products. A consent decree was entered, and
subsequently the Singer Manufacturing Company brought civil contempt proceedings
against Sun (the corporation) alleging contempt of the decree. In holding that the
corporation was in contempt. Judge Hartshorne stated:
"The orders of the court must be obeyed, and to absolve a large or small
corporate defendant from its responsibilities simply because the corporation
has ordered compliance but has not sufficiently policed same, would be to
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open the door for wholesale disobedience of the Court. As reiterated by Judge
McLaughlin at pages 343 and 344 of 168 F. 2d in quoting Judge Cardozo:
'The employer does not rid himself of that duty because the extent of the
business may preclude his personal supervision, and compel reliance on sub-
ordinates. He must then stand or fall with those whom he selects to act for
him. He is in the same plight, if they are delinquent, as if he had failed to
abate a nuisance on his land ... it is not an instance of respondent superior.
It is a case of the non-performance of a nondelegable duty.' (Emphasis sup-
plied).
Although the salesmen have been acting on their own in violating the
decree, the corporation certainly was reaping the benefits therefrom. Thus
this argument of the defendant cannot stand. Good intentions of the corpora-
tion do not absolve violations of a decree. McComb v. Jackson Paper Co., 336
U. S. 187, 69 S. Ct. 497, 98 L. Ed 599 (and cases cited)"
In United States v. Armour, 168 F 2nd 342, (1948) cited in the Singer case and
which deals with the liability of corporations for the criminal acts of employees, refer-
ence is made to United States v. George F. Fish, Inc., 154 F 2d, 798, 801, (1946), another
case involving a violation of the Emergency Price Control Act of 1942 with a sales-
man as principal offender. Although the decision deals with the enforcement of a
Federal statute rather than a court decree, the rationale of the Court would be
applicable in the civil contempt proceeding presently before this Court:
"No distinctions are made in these cases between officers and agents, or
between persons holding positions involving varying degrees of responsibility.
And this seems the only practical conclusion in any case, but particularly here,
where the sales proscribed by the Act will almost invariably be performed by
subordinate salesmen, rather than by corporate chiefs and where the corporate
hierarchy does not contemplate separate layers of official dignity, each with
separate degrees of responsibility. The purpose of the Act is a deterrent one;
and to deny the possibility of corporate responsibility for the acts of minor
employees is to immunize the offender who really benefits and open wide the
door for evasion."
While the Singer Manufacturing Company case and the Armour case may be dis-
tinguished on the ground that the business of the respondent in this case, George V.
Wattendorf, is a sole proprietorship and not a corporation, it is submitted that this
distinction is not significant. The basic rule in the Singer case is that judicial decrees
will be jealously guarded and that inadequate policing by the party against whom
the decree runs will be no defense when a subordinate violates the terms of the
decree.
Another federal contempt case which contains a probing analysis of the principles
now under examination is Alemite Mfg. Corp. v. Staff, 42 F (2d) 833, (1930), a Second
Circuit decision. There the plaintiff obtained an injunction against the defendant,
an employer of the respondent, enjoining the employer, a sole proprietor, and "his
agents, employees, associates and confederates", from infringing or "aiding or abetting
or in any way contributing to the infringement of the plaintiff's patents." At the time
of the original suit the respondent was a salesman for the employer, but later, having
left his employ, he set up in business for himself and was proved to have infringed
the patent. The plaintiff then began contempt proceedings on the original suit
against the former employer (hereinafter referred to as the defendant) and against
the respondent. The District Court Judge found that the former employer, (defendant)
had no connection or part whatever in the acts of contempt adjudged against the
respondent and dismissed the complaint against him. Nevertheless the District Court
found the respondent, Staff, guilty and fined him for contumacy. Thereupon he
appealed.
The language of Judge Learned Hand's opinion in the Alemite case indicates that
the position taken by the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination in the
case presently before this Court is eminently a sound one. (For purposes of clarification,
the "defendant" referred to below is the person against whom the decree ran
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in the infringement case; the "respondent" is the former employee of the defendant
who was found guilty of contempt in the subsequent contempt proceeding).
"On the other hand no court can make a decree which will bind any one
but a party; a court of equity is as much so limited as a court of law; it can-
not lawfully enjoin the world at large, no matter how broadly it words its
decree. If it assumes to do so, the decree is pro tanto brutum fulmen, and
the persons enjoined are free to ignore it. It is not vested with sovereign
powers to declare conduct unlawful; its jurisdiction is limited to those over
whom it gets personal service, and who therefore can have their day in court.
Thus, the only occasion when a person not a party may be punished, is when
he has helped to bring about, not merely w^hat the decree has forbidden, be-
cause it may have gone too far, but what it has power to forbid, an act of a
party. This means that the respondent must be either abet the defendant,
or must be legally identified luith him. (Emphasis added). Strictly, therefore,
the addition of such words as the plaintiff here relies on, adds nothing to the
decree. (Emphasis added, referring to "agents, employees, associates," etc.)
Without them anyone is liable who knowingly does what the court has
properly enjoined; with them nobody is liable who does not . . .
"Thus, if the defendant is not involved in the contempt, the employee
cannot be; the decree has not been disobeyed, so far as it is valid. We may
assume for argument that it is not necessary for the defendant expressly to
authorize the act; that it is enough if the employee acts within the scope of
his authority. But that does not affect the principle, rather it illustrates it,
since the authority of an agent need never be express."
Judge Hand then compared the case with the Supreme Court case of Ex parte
Lennon, 166 U. S. 548, 17 S. Ct. 658, 41 LEd. 1110, wherein the court held in con-
tempt an employee who refused to move cars of the defendant railway after a man-
dator)' injunction had directed it to accept those of another road whose employees
were on strike. Judge Hand analyzed the decision thusly:
"Lennon was still in the defendant's employ, and this was the ground of
the decision, for though the defendant had directed him to move the cars,
his refusal was apparently imputed to it, since he was presumably acting,
within his authority, though contrary to his orders. (Emphasis added). He
had brought to pass what the court had power to forbid, the defendant's
neglect to move the cars. It was conceded that if he had not been in the
defendant's employ, he would have escaped. We think that if his act had been
without the scope of his authority, the same must be true, for it is not the
act described which the decree may forbid, but only that act when the de-
fendant does it."
Conclusion
The authorities cited above provide a solid foundation upon which this Court may
and should find the respondent, George V. Wattendorf, in violation of this Court's
earlier decree ordering him not to make any distinction because of race or color in
the conduct of any phase of his real estate business. Indeed, while John J. Coleman
was personally involved, it would seem only just that the employer who conducts the
business and reaps its benefits, rather than a subordinate employee, should be
penalized and held accountable. As the transcript reflects the respondent actively
participates in the real estate business and spends a large amount of time at the
618 Washington Street, Dorchester, office wherein is located his sales manager, John J.
Coleman. It is reasonable to assume that if the respondent, without any equivoca-
tion, had instructed his employees not to discriminate in any way in the leasing of
apartments, his sales manager, Coleman—who knew that acts of discrimination on
his part would most likely result in penalties being levied agains this employer,
Wattendorf—would have complied with the terms of the decree and not discrim-
inated against Roger Matthews on the 20th and 22nd of October, 1965. Not only
should the court protect its decree by finding the respondent guilty of contempt, but
no evidence in extenuation and mitigation has been offered which would warrant any
special consideration being given to the respondent, who, it will be noted, did not
testify in his own behalf or even attend most of the hearings.
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As this Court knows, failure to comply with a decree is primarily of court concern
and contempt proceedings afford a remedy to the aggrieved party. A fine may be
levied against the respondent, Wattendorf, and may be designed to reimburse the
Commonwealth not only for the costs of suit but also for expense of counsel and
other disbursements in enforcing its rights. Grunberg v. Louison, 343 Mass. 729, 736;
Root v. MacDonald, 260 Mass. 344, 362. Affidavits are enclosed with this brief for
purposes of suggesting an appropriate measure of such costs.
If the Court follows this suggested measure for imposing damages, it would be treat-
ing this proceeding as a "civil" rather than a "criminal" contempt. The principal
difference between civil contempt and criminal contempt is that the former proceed-
ings is remedial and designed to reimburse the petitioner for the respondent's failure
to obey the decree and insure future compliance, whereas a criminal proceeding is
designed primarily to vindicate the authority of the court.
The petitioner respectfully urges that the court should, on this record, hold the
respondent in contempt, and suggests that a finding of civil contempt coupled with a
decree ordering payment to the Commonwealth of its reasonable costs and attorneys'
fees would be an appropriate resolution of this case and would help ensure the right
of all citizens of the Commonwealth to the dignity and equal treatment which our
laws guarantee.
Respectfully submitted,
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION
By its attorneys:
LEVIN H. CAMPBELL
Special Assistant Attorney General
JOHN J. ROCHE
Assistant Attorney General
Division of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION
On Relation of:
MARJORIE LOUX, et als.
Complainants
Against
BARTENDERS' AND DINING ROOM EM-
PLOYEES' LOCAL 34, affiliated with and char-
tered by Hotel and Restaurant Employees and
Bartenders International Union, AFL-CIO
Respondents
Statement of Proceedings
Findings of Fact
Conclusions of Law
and Interim Order
I-20-S
to I-39-S
and II-2-S
to n-6-s
and II-8-S
to n-31-S
This cause came on for hearing before Chairman Malcolm C. Webber and Com
missioners Ben G. Shapiro and John F. Albano, who, upon consideration of all the
evidence, set forth the statement of proceedings, and their findings, conclusions, rulings
and orders as follows:
Statement of Proceedings
On various dates from December 14, 1965 to January 24, 1966, individual complaints
were filed by 49 waitresses, members of Local 277, Hotel Catering and Waitresses
Union, affiliated with Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders International
Union, AFL-CIO. These complainants alleged that they had presented travel cards
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and dues to the Bartenders and Dining Room Employees Union, Local 34, also
affiliated with Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders International Union,
AFL-CIO, and were denied admission to membership because they are female.
This proceeding arises under G. L, c. 151B, S 4 (2) as amended by Chapter 397,
Acts of 1965, which prohibits a labor organization from excluding an individual from
full membership rights because of sex,
A notice of consolidated proceedings was issued and hearings held before the above-
named Commissioners, The parties were represented by counsel and the respondent
union filed an answer denying jurisdiction, claiming federal preemption, claiming
failure of the complainants to exhaust internal union remedies and denying the alle-
gations of the complaints. The complainant offered evidence which included as
exhibits the Constitution of the Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders In-
ternational Union and the by-laws of the Hotel, Catering and Waitresses Union, Local
277. At the conclusion of the complainants' case, the respondent union offered no
evidence but moved to dismiss all the complaints based on lack of evidence to sub-
stantiate charges of discrimination based on sex and based on the limitation of the
statute's protection to "members" rather than to application for admission.
Findings of Fact
1. Local 34 of the Bartenders and Dining Room Employees Union (hereinafter
referred to as Local 34) and Local 277 of the Hotel Catering and Waitresses Union
(hereinafter referred to as Local 277) are affiliates of the Hotel and Restaurant Em-
ployees and Bartenders International Union, AFL-CIO (hereinafter referred to as the
International).
2. Complainants are members in good standing of Local 277 of the Hotel, Catering
and Waitresses Union and therefore members in good standing of the Hotel and
Restaurant Employees and Bartenders International Union, AFL-CIO.
3. Complainants are qualified waitresses who have done banquet work at various
hotels along with banquet waiters on a similar basis for equal pay and under similar
working conditions. Complainants are not disqualified from membership by the excep-
tion providing for exclusion based upon a bona fide occupational qualification.
4. The complainants obtained travel cards from Local 277 and deposited these cards
and their dues books at Local 34 on various dates in November and December, 1965
and in January, 1966. Complainants have paid dues to Local 34 from the time of
deposit of their travel cards and dues books. Both the dues and travel cards are being
held at Local 34.
5. The complainants have not been admitted to Local 34 as members even though
they have applied and were members in good standing of Local 277, both affiliated
with the International.
6. Local 34 was acting in accordance with its grant from the International which
limits its jurisdiction to waiters and was awaiting clarification in the matter from the
International prior to taking any action on the travel cards deposited with it by the
complainant. To date, the International has taken no action on the matter.
7. Art. XI, Section 7 of the International's Constitution makes it mandatory for a
local to accept travel cards; therefore, the question of membership raised by the re-
spondent union in its motions and brief is irrelevant.
8. Complainants have made no attempt, directly or indirectly, to obtain banquet
work through Local 277 after depositing their travel cards at Local 34 but have been
permitted from time to time to work for Local 34 on a work overflow basis.
9. Local 34 has not revised its waiters' roll call list to eliminate those persons who
are not active or who have withdrawn so as to make room for new members.
10. Local 34 can review its present banquet waiters roll call list to eliminate those
persons who are not active or who have withdrawn so as to make room for new
members, including the complainants, on an equal basis regardless of sex.
Conclusions of Law
(1) The Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination has jurisdiction of this
case.
(2) Neither the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the National Labor Relations Law, as
amended, nor the Landrum-Griffin Law has preempted the field involving discrim-
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ination based on sex by a labor organization. Section 1104 of Title XI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 specifically provides that the state laws in this field are not pre-
empted by the federal law and section 706(b) of the Act specifically requires that a
state law be invoked before resort is had to the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission under Title VII.
(3) Although the Commission recognizes the existence of jurisdictional grants to
local affiliates by International Unions, as well as internal remedies found in the
Constitutions of the International, the laws of the Commonwealth, as enunciated in
Chapter 151B of the General Laws, prescribe certain requirements which must be
met by all labor organizations in this Commonwealth.
(4) Chapter 151B, S 4(2) provides that labor organizations cannot exclude based on
sex any individual from full membership. This is the law of the Commonwealth and
applies with equal force to local unions affiliated with a national organization.
Interim Order
1) Local 34 shall not discriminate against the complainants who are members
of a local union affiliated with the same International in admission to mem-
bership in Local 34 because of their sex.
2) Local 34 shall immediately notify the International of the decision of this
Commission in this case and take such other necessary action as is consistent
with chapter 151B which prohibits discrimination of members based on sex.
3) Local 34 shall report to the Commission in writing no later than thirty (30)
days from date of this order what action it has taken relative to admission of
the complainants in this case into membership in Local 34 for banquet work.
The Commission reserves jurisdiction over this case and reserves the right to take
such other affirmative action as it finds necessary to effectuate the purposes of Chapter
151B and to see that Local 34 has carried out this order.
s/ MALCOLM C. WEBBER
Hearing Commissioner
s/ BEN G. SHAPIRO
Hearing Commissioner
s/ JOHN F. ALBANO
Hearing Commissioner
Dated May 20, 1966 Boston, County of Suffolk
Subsequent to the Conclusions of Law and Interim Order issued at the determina-
tion of the public hearing the following agreement was reached in disposition of the
complaints:
NOTICE TO COMPLAINANTS
Loux et al v. Bartenders and Dining Room Employees, Local 34
On 23 June 1966 the parties at interest in a conference held in the office of the
Commission agreed to the following:
1. The fifty-one complainants will be admitted to full membership rights in Local
34, Bartenders and Dining Room Employees, provided they meet certain qual-
ifications.
2. The qualifications include the up-dating of the transfer card, sometimes called
travelling card; the payment of back dues of Local 277, Hotel Catering and
Waitresses Union, and the pavment of dues for the month of July 1966 to Local
34.
3. There will be no charge for up-dating the transfer card.
4. As of 1 July 1966 a new list will be prepared incorporating the names of those
complainants who have qualified for membership into Local 34. There will be
a ten day period of grace in the event a complainant cannot qualify by I July
1966.
5. Officials of Local 34 will close the membership list and will not accept new
members, male or female, as soon as the complainants have been admitted to
Local 34.
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6. Officials of Local 34 will decide whether to add the complainants to the existing
list or, after review of earnings of those presently listed, fit complainants into
vacated slots.
7. There will not be separate roll-calls based on sex. The complainan:s will be
accorded equal treatment.
It is recommended that you comply with the above qualifying requisites as soon as
possible.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION
By \VALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary'
COMMON\VEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
On Relation of:
THOMAS J. PINA
149 "Warren Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts
Cornplaijiant
Against
JAMES F. RA\VSON, President
individually and as representative of mem-
bership of Local 103 of the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, AFL-
CIO, the members being too numerous to
name, Respondent
This cause came in for hearing before Chairman Malcolm C. W^ebber and Commis-
sioner Ben G. Shapiro and John F. Albano, who, upon consideration of all the evi-
dence, set forth their findings, conclusion and orders as follows:
Findings of Fact
1. The complainant, Thomas J. Pina, is and has been for approximately 9 years
a licensed Journeyman Electrician. The complainant is a Negro.
2. Sometime in 1962, on the suggestion of an electrical inspector of the City of
Boston, the complainant contacted the Business Agent of Local 103, International
Brotherhood of Electrical ^V'orkers, one Mr. Monahan, for an application to join the
union.
3. Mr. Monahan took the application and instructed the complainant to keep
checking with the union headquarters, which he did. During the w^eks that followed
Mr. Monahan told the complainant that his application and others were to be pre-
sented to the Executive Committee. Because of a slowdo"\vTi in employment during
the winter months, the applications were not presented to the Executive Committee.
4. The complainant continued to check with the union business manager, either by
personal visits or by telephone, but he was always told "things haven't broken yet."
5. Mr. Monahan was replaced as business agent by one Mr. Goodwin with whom the
complainant continued to check on his application. Mr. Goodwin attempted to place
him in a job with Mack's Electrical Sign Co. of Everett but he was refused the job
because of his lack of experience in sign work.
6. Subsequently, Mr. Goodwin was replaced as Business Agent by one Mr. O'Brien
with whom the complainant continued his visits at the union headquarters. During
this time, the union was hiring men who were members of other locals of the Inter-
national Brotherhood.
7. Complainant was over-age for the apprenticeship training program. He was 41
and the age limit for joining the program is 25.
Executive Department
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8. After this complaint was filed, Mr. O'Brien suggested to the complainant that he
join Solar Electric which was to become a union shop and thereby become a member
of the union. The complainant declined on the grounds that he had worked for that
Company previously and resigned because of questionable work practices which he
believed put his license in jeopardy.
9. Subsequently, Mr. O'Brien attempted to place the complainant at the Prudential
Center as a maintenance electrician. The complainant declined for the reason that he
was a construction electrician which job paid $5. per hour while the job of main-
tenance electrician paid only $3.45 per hour. He was told that after five years he
could change his membership from maintenance electrician to construction elec-
trician.
10. The complainant had not had previous experience in large construction at the
time of his negotiation with the union but had more than a year's experience in other
forms of construction work.
11. After the complaint had been filed, the complainant was told that he could not
join the union directly and that no one had been taken into the local directly for 15
years. He was told that he could obtain membership only through the apprentice-
ship program, or through transfer from another local, or by being employed in a shop
when the shop was unionized.
12. There are about 2000 members in Local 103 and the complainant knows 4 Ne-
groes who are members, all having been admitted after the complaint was filed. The
union takes from 50 to 75 from the apprenticeship program.
13. Several persons were admitted as union members from time to time pursuant to
agreements made with the owners of shops in which they worked at the time the shops
were organized. At the time the shops were organized, they had not met the require-
ments of the union. Also, school teachers and wire inspectors are permitted direct
admission to the union.
14. Local 103 has on file from 500 to 600 applications for membership. Persons are
admitted from this group by vote of the membership after recommendation from the
executive committee. Their selection is based on the request of friends or relatives
within the union, favors requested from contractors, and other forms of influence.
15. The complainant appeared before the Executive Committee but was never rec-
ommended for membership.
16. Local 103 establishes its membership limitation by projected needs for available
workers in the future, and its current established policy is to bring in through the
apprenticeship program all the manpower required in the projected future.
17. The apprenticeship training program of Local 103 cooperates with the Appren-
ticeship Information Center set up by the Division of Employment Security to benefit
minority groups. Tests are administered and graded by personnel from the Massa-
chusetts Department of Education.
18. The fact that the complainant was a Negro had no bearing on his failure to be
admitted to Local 103.
Conclusion of Law
The above findings do not disclose any violation of C. 151B by the respondent.
Order
The complaint is dismissed.
Comment. We wish to make it clear that the findings in this case in no way should
be construed to mean that we approve of the admission policies of this union. We
confine ourselves, as we must, to the issue of alleged violation under C. 15 IB. How-
ever, we take notice from the small number of Negroes admitted to this union, all
since the filing of this complaint, that there have been absent from within the
membership of this union the necessary influences which have opened the doors of this
union to others. We fail to see how an organization within our democratic society can
take pride in having failed to recognize the obvious needs of minorities to be given
equal access to the benefits of unionism which this union has established as so valuable
by the simple fact that it has worked so hard to justify its restrictions to membership.
This Commission cannot ignore the fact that during the pendency of this complaint,
this complainant has had no difficulty finding employment with construction in the
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Greaicr Boston area. We see no reason why this should not continue. However,
should this complainant find that he is no longer permitted employment, this Com-
mission may well draw the inference that the filing of this complaint has some bearing
on this changed situation. Should this occur, this Commission will not hesitate to
exercise its full powers in regard to such a development.
DATED: June 23, 1966
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
s/ MALCOLM C. WEBBER, Chairman
s/ BEN G. SHAPIRO, Commissioner
s/ JOHN F. ALBANO, Commissioner
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
On Relation of:
SEGUNDO CRUZ and ARLEEN CRUZ
Complainants
Against
GERALD J. LaPIERRE,
Respondent
This cause came on for hearing before Hearing Commissioners Malcolm C. Webber,
Ben G. Shapiro and Ruth M. Batson, who, upon consideration of all the evidence,
set forth their findings, conclusions and orders as follows:
Findings of Fact
1. The complainant, Segundo Cruz, is a Puerto Rican and the complainant, Arleen
Cruz, is his wife. Complainants live in Webster, Massachusetts.
2. The respondent, Gerald La Pierre, is the owner of an apartment building con-
taining 6 apartments at 105 Charlton Street, Southbridge. The respondent was offer-
ing for rental to the public one of these apartments located on the third floor left of
the building.
3. Sometime in the fall prior to the month of October, 1965, Mrs. Cruz learned of a
vacant apartment in the premises at 105 Charlton Street, Southbridge. She went to
the premises and was let into the apartment by a tenant on the second floor left who
had the keys in her possession. Said tenant was not authorized to show the apart-
ment but had possession of the keys in the event of any damage to plumbing, etc.
within the apartment. Mrs. Cruz examined the apartment, expressed her desire to
rent it and inquired when she could reach the owner.
4. Upon learning that the respondent was the owner, Mrs. Cruz made several trips
to his place of business, LaPierre Mill Works, and several telephone calls to him at
the same place. While at his place of business, she spoke with the respondent's fore-
man who told her that he did not have the keys and she would have to see the re-
spondent. Each time she telephoned she was told that she would have to speak with
the respondent who was not in at the time. She left her name and telephone number
and asked to be called back. The respondent's business takes him out of town a good
deal and when he is out his foreman accepts inquiries about his vacant apartments,
sometimes shows them, and leaves written messages for him. The respondent assumes
full authority for selecting the tenants of his apartments.
5. Several times prior to and during the month of October, the respondent's fore-
man took calls from Mrs. Cruz inquiring about the vacant apartment on 105 Charlton
Street. The respondent's foreman left written messages regarding these calls for the
respondent in the usual manner. The respondent never returned the calls to Mrs.
Cruz.
Findings of Fact
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6. During the week of October 12, Mr. and Mrs. Crifz were visiting Mrs. Cruz's sister,
one Gloria Grzembski, who lives in Southbridge. While at Mrs. Grzembski's home,
Mrs. Cruz telephoned the LaPierre Mill Works and inquired of the vacant apartment
at i05 Charlton Street. Mrs. Cruz spoke to a man who told her she would have to
speak to the respondent and that he was out at the time. Immediately thereafter, Mrs.
Grzembski called the LaPierre Mill Works and inquired of the vacant apartment at
105 Charlton Street. She spoke with the respondent's foreman who told her that he
would make arrangements for her to see the apartment. He told her that he would
call her that night or later in the afternoon. Without waiting for the call, Mrs.
Grzembski went to the premises at 105 Charlton Street. She examined the apartment
having been let in by the tenant on the second floor. Later she received a call from
the respondent and told him she had already seen the apartment. The respondent
asked if she was interested in the apartment. She answered that she was but that she
would have to discuss it with her husband. She asked if she could have the apartment
should she decide she wanted it. The respondent replied that she could. No references
to credit requirements or questions of credit were made.
7. On or about October 15, 1965, one Mrs. Shirley Snitzer, Chairman of the Fair
Housing Committee of Southbridge, Sturbridge and Webster, went to the LaPierre
Mill Works and inquired of the respondent about the availability of the apartment at
105 Charlton Street. She told him that she wanted to examine the apartment for
her "cousin." The respondent told her that it was still available and that it would
take 2 or 3 days to fix it up. He gave her the key and told her where in the building
the vacant apartment was located and that it would rent for $17.00 a week. There-
upon, Mrs. Snitzer drove to the home of the complainant, told them she had the key,
and asked that they accompany her to the apartment. Mrs. Cruz and Mrs. Snitzer
entered the premises and examined the apartment. Thereafter, they proceeded to
the LaPierre Mill Works.
8. Mrs. Cruz and Mrs. Snitzer entered the respondent's Mill and were met by the
respondent and his foreman. Mrs. Snitzer informed the respondent that Mrs. Cruz was
the "cousin" for whom she wanted the apartment. Mrs. Cruz was not, in fact, Mrs.
Snitzer's cousin. Mrs. Cruz identified herself to the respondent as "Mrs. Segundo Cruz,"
told him that she wanted the apartment, and offered to place a $20. deposit on it. The
respondent declined to take the deposit, giving as his reasons that the apartment was
not ready, that he would have to do a credit check on her and that the rent would
be at a monthly rate. Mrs. Snitzer gave the respondent her address and telephone
number and requested to call her as soon as he decided to let the complainant have
the apartment. The respondent did not request any information of a personal nature
from Mrs. Cruz. The respondent did not call Mrs. Snitzer.
9. After complaint had been filed with the Commission on October 19, 1965, and
during a visit from a field representative of the Commission, Roger Williams, who was
sent to investigate the complaint, the respondent consented to accept a deposit and
stated that he wanted to run a credit check. About a month later, the respondent
wrote to the complainants and told them that he had to run a credit check and
deemed their credit unsatisfactory. He told them that he would not rent them the
apartment.
10. The respondent had a credit check run on the complainants by his local bank.
At no time and for no other tenant or prospective tenant had the respondent run a
credit check.
11. No credit check had been made at the time of the alleged unlawful practice.
The respondent had no basis for denying the complainants the apartment because of
alleged unsatisfactory credit at the time of the illegal act. Only after complaint had
been filed with the Commission alleging the unlawful act did the respondent seek
information regarding the complainant's credit.
12. The respondent knew that the complainant, Segundo Cruz, was Puerto Rican
at the time of the commission of the unlawful act. The respondent declined to re-
spond in his usual way to telephone messages from Mrs. Cruz which were left him by
his foreman because he knew Segundo Cruz was Puerto Rican. The sole reason for
respondent's denying the complainant's rental of the apartment in question was that
Segundo Cruz was Puerto Rican,
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Conclusion
(1) The apartment in question in thb proceeding located at 105 Charlton Street,
Southbridge, comes within the definition of "other covered housing accommodations,"
within the meaning of Clause 12 of Section 1 of the General Laws, chapter 151B.
(2) The course of conduct, the statemenis and dealings wi:h respect :o complainants.
Segundo Cruz and Arleen Cruz, husband and wife, were such as to amount to a refusal
to negotiate with them in good faith for the leasing of said apartment because of his
national origin and were an unlawful practice within the meaning of General Laws,
chapter 151B, section 4.
(3) The respondent's course of conduct, statements and dealings with respect to the
complainants. Segundo Cruz and Arleen Cruz, husband and wife, were such to con-
stitute a denial to and withholding from them of said apartment because of his na-
tional origin and were unlawful practices within the meaning of General Laws, chapter
151 B, section 4.
Order
Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact and pursuant to Seciion 5, Chap-
ter 151 B. of the General Laws of Massachusetts, it is hereby
ORDERED, by the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination
1. That respondent, Gerald J. LaPierre, his agents, servants, employees, assigns and
successors shall:
a) Cease and desist from denying to and withholding from said Segundo Cruz and
Arleen Cruz, the said housing accommodations located at 105 Charlton Street,
Southbridge.
b) Offer forthwith to complainants, Segundo Cruz and Arleen Cruz, the said housing
accommodations located at 105 Charlton Street, Southbridge.
c) If said Segundo Cruz and Arleen Cruz no longer desire to rent said accommoda-
tions, cease and desist from denying any other prospective tenant, on the basis of
race, creed, color, national origin or national ancestn", the opportunity to rent
or lease or negotiate for the rental or lease of said housing accommodations a:
such time or times as said housing accommodations may again hereafter be
directly or through an agent made generally available to the public for lease or
rental, by any means of public offering.
2. Xotif^" the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination at its ofl&ces at 41
Tremont Street, Boston, 02108, within thirty (30) days after service of this Order, as to
steps respondent, Gerald J. LaPierre has taken to comply with such Order.
s/ MALCOLM C. ^VEBBER
Hearing Commissioner
s/ BEX G. SHAPIRO
Hearing Commissioner
s/ RUTH M. BATSOX
Hearing Commissioner
Dated Januars" 28, 1966 at Boston, Suffolk County
The respondent appealed to the Superior Court the order issued by the Commission.
After judicial review the Court remanded the case to the Commission for further
proceedings. The Commission then issued the following order:
COMMOX^VEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSIOX AGAIXST
DISCRIMIXATIOX
On Relation of:
SEGUXDO CRUZ and ARLEEX CRUZ
Complainants
Against
GERALD J. LaPIERRE
Respondent
Findings of Fact
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This cause came on for hearing before Hearing Commissioners Malcolm Webber
and Ben G. Shapiro, having been remanded for further proceedings from the Superior
Court of 'Worcester County. Upon consideration of all the evidence, the Commissioners
set forth their findings as follows:
The Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and the Orders served on the respondent
Februarv 28, 1966 are hereby reaffirmed; provided, however, that the following
paragraph shall be added to said order:
3. Cease and desist and in the future refrain from making any inquiry, distinction,
discrimination, or restriction on account of color, race, creed, national origin or
national ancestry in the conduct of any phase of the respondent's business as an
owner of housing accommodations.
s/ MALCOLM C. WEBBER
Hearing Commissioner
s/ BEN G. SHAPIRO
Hearing Commissioner
Dated Boston 10-10-66
THE COMMONWEALTH OF ^LASSACHUSETTS
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
On Relation of:
BERTHA HARRIS
Complainant
Against
JULIUS PONN, ALICE PONN, ALLAN PONN,
and JOAN CAROL PONN,
Respondents
This cause came on for hearing before Hearing Commissioners Malcolm C. Webber,
Ben G. Shapiro and John F. Albano, who, upon consideration of all the evidence set
forth their findings, conclusions and orders as follows:
Findings of Fact
1. The complainant, Mrs. Bertha Harris, is a member of the Negro race. The com-
plainant lives in Roxbury, Massachusetts.
2. The respondent, Joan Carol Ponn, is the owner of record of an apartment build-
ing at 104 Montebello Road, Jamaica Plain, and the wife of respondent, Allan Ponn.
The respondent, Allan Ponn, is in charge of the rental of the apartments at 104
Montebello Road, and exercises full control over the management of said rental prop-
erty. The respondents, Julius and Alice Ponn, are the parents of the respondent, Allan
Ponn.
3. During a four-week period, commencing late in January, 1966, and extending
into February, 1966, the respondent, Allan Ponn, caused to be placed in the Boston
Globe an ad advertising a six-room apartment in Dorchester, Massachusetts. Although
the ad stated that the vacant apartment was located in Dorchester, it was in fact lo-
cated in Jamaica Plain. Persons interested in viewing the apartment were instructed
to telephone 522-2574 which is the telephone number of the respondents, Julius and
Alice Ponn, the parents of Allan Ponn. Because of the fact the respondent, Allan
Ponn, resides in West Peabody, it is impossible for him to show all the apartments he
has available to prospective tenants. Therefore, Allan Ponn frequently authorizes his
parents, Julius and Alice Ponn, to show apartments for him.
4. Late in January, 1966, on a Sunday, the complainant, Mrs. Bertha Harris, called
the number listed in the ad. The ad listed the apartment as a six-room apartment,
heated, renting for $100. per month. She spoke with a woman who said the apartment
was located at 104 Montebello Road. Mrs. Harris asked the woman if it made any
difference that she was colored and the woman replied that it did not. Mrs. Harris
then made an appointment to see the apartment at 4:00 P.M. the same day. She went
Findings of Fact
Conclusions of Law
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lo 104 Montebello Road and waited for about ten minutes and when no one showed
up. she returned home. After she returned home, she called the number in the ad
again and talked with the woman again. The woman told Mrs. Marris "I got a call
from him and the apartment has been rented and he has received a deposit on it."
The woman did not tell Mrs. Harris who the "him" was that she was referring to.
5. On or about Februar)- 19, 1966, Mrs. Harris passed by the apartment building at
104 Montebello Road and saw a 'Tor Rent" sign in the window. The telephone num-
ber appearing on the sign was the same number appearing in the ad published in
the Boston Globe. Mrs. Harris called the number and spoke with the same woman
that she had spoken with in January. The woman told Mrs. Harris to call back that
afternoon at 3:00 P.M. as her husband would be home at that time. Mrs. Harris called
at 3:00 P.M. and talked with the husband, who is the respondent, Julius Ponn. He
agreed to meet her in a few minutes at 104 Montebello Road. When Mr. Ponn arrived
at 104 Montebello Road, Mr. Ponn tried to open the door of the vacant apartment but
informed Mrs. Harris that he had the wrong key. He then offered to show it to her
on Monday.
6. On Monday she called the Julius and Alice Ponn residence again. Mrs. Ponn
then told Mrs. Harris that they still didn't have the key and that she should call back
Tuesday.
7. Mrs. Harris called again Tuesday and was told to call Wednesday as her son
would be back from New York City by then. Allan Ponn had inadvertently left the
wrong key with his parents before leaving for New York City, and it was necessary to
await his return before further showing of the apartment.
8. Mrs. Harris called Wednesday, February 23, 1966, at 5:45 P.M. and was then told
by Mrs. Ponn that the apartment was rented.
9. On Wednesday, February 23, at 4:15 P.M., Miss Judith L. Kowitz, an employee of
Fair Housing, Inc., at the request of Mrs. Harris, telephoned 522-2574 and spoke with
a woman who identified herself as Mrs. Ponn. Mrs. Ponn told Miss Kowitz that her
son had returned and that she could set up an appointment for Miss Kowitz to see the
apartment. Miss Kowitz then told Mrs. Ponn that she would call her back. Miss
Kowitz then called back at 4:50 P.M., a few minutes before Mrs. Harris talked with
Mrs. Ponn, and told her that she and her husband had decided to look for an apart-
ment elsewhere. Mrs. Ponn then asked Miss Kowitz if she would be making an appoint-
ment to see the apartment at some future date. Miss Kowitz said she would not.
10. Miss Judith Kowitz has no husband nor was she seeking an apartment. Her sole
purpose in telephoning Mrs. Ponn was to ascertain whether or not the apartment at
104 Montebello Road was still available.
11. On February 28, 1966, Mrs. Bertha Harris filed a complaint with this Commis-
sion charging the respondents, Julius and Alice Ponn, with discriminating against her
in the rental of housing on the sole basis of color.
12. Subsequent to the filing of the complaint, Field Representative Irene Murphy
was assigned to investigate the complaint. Field Representative Murphy visited the
home of Julius and Alice Ponn and had a conversation with the respondents regarding
the complaint. In essence, the Ponns told Field Investigator Irene Murphy that they
didn't want to rent to Negroes as they didn't consider Negro tenants desirable tenants.
This conversation was corroborated by Allan Ponn, the son of Julius and Alice Ponn,
at the Public Hearing held at the office of the Massachusetts Commission Against
Discrimination on May 27, 1966.
13. At the Public Hearing Allan Ponn testified that after the complaint had been
filed with the Commission, he had attempted to rectify the situation by immediately
making the apartment at 104 Montebello Road available for Mrs. Harris's examination
and by offering to rent the apartment to her. He further stated that the only reason
the matter had gone to public hearing was because he had refused to sign a con-
ciliation agreement admitting that he had discriminated against Mrs. Harris because
of her color. The Commission finds that, in fact, Allan Ponn deliberately discouraged
Mrs. Harris by pointing out to her that the rent was not $100. per month as adver-
tised, but rather $105. per month. In addition, he told her that after fixing up the
apartment, which was in a poor condition, he would be further increasing the rent.
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He also told Mrs. Harris that he didn't think a woman as fine as she would like to
live in an apartment such as the one located at 104 Montebello Road. ^Vhile he did
show the apartment to Mrs. Harris after the filing of the complaint, at no time did he
ofiFer to rent it to her.
14. Allan Ponn testified at the Public Hearing that he had rented the apartment
in question at 104 Montebello Road to a Mrs. Perr^- on Februarv- 23, 1966 and had
accepted a ten dollar deposit from her on that day in his law office. He stated that
he had returned the deposit to Mrs. Perry when he learned that a complaint had been
filed with the Commission. Allan Ponn learned of the complaint early in March. At no
time during the investigation of the complaint, during the informal conferences held
at the ofl5ce of the Commission, during the injunction proceedings before the Suffolk
Superior Court, nor in the answer and statement filed with the Commission prior to
the Public Hearing did Allan Ponn make mention of the fact that the apartment at
104 Montebello Road had been rented to a Mrs. Perry. The Commission finds that
this statement was made to explain away Mrs. .Alice Ponn's statement to Mrs. Harris
on February 23 to the efifect that the apartment was rented. The Commission further
finds that the apartment in question was not rented on Februar\ 23 and was available
for rental to members of the general public.
15. At the time Mrs. Harris was looking for new^ quarters, she desired accommoda-
tions for herself, for her sister, and her three-year old nephew. During the investiga-
tion of the complaint, Allan Ponn told Mrs. Batson that one of the reasons he was
reluctant to rent to Mrs. Harris was the fact that she was not living with her husband.
At the Public Hearing he explained that he regarded the absence of a male member of
the household as an important factor because the apartment needed extensive repairs
and was in a rough area. He also stated that he was concerned about Mrs. Harris's
ability to cany the apartment financially. Earlier Allan Ponn testified that he had
rented the same apartment in January to a Mrs. Gallagher who was not living with
her husband and who was receiving aid to dependent children. He testified that he
had returned Mrs. Gallagher's deposit when her social worker informed him that
Mrs. Gallagher wouldn't be able to afford the apartment. The Commission finds that
Allan Ponn's statement to Investigating Commissioner Batson was made to further
discourage Mrs. Harris in her rental application solely because of her race.
16. When Julius and Alice Ponn received telephone calls from members of the
public with reference to the apartment advertised in the Boston Globe, and when they
made appointments for persons to see the apartment, and when they themselves, on
occasion showed the apartment at 104 Montebello Road, they did so with the full
authority and consent of the respondent, Allan Ponn.
17. No evidence was presented at the Public Hearing which would indicate that
the respondent, Joan Carol Ponn, participated in any of the events referred to above.
The content of Allan Ponn's testimony was of such a nature that the Commission
concludes that Joan Carol Ponn is the holder of record of the property at 104 Monte-
bello Road, Jamaica Plain, for the convenience of her husband, Allan Ponn.
Conclusion
(1) The apartment in question in this proceeding, located at 104 Montebello Road,
Jamaica Plain, comes within the definition of "other covered housing accommodations"
within the meaning of Clause 12 of Section 1, Chapter 151B of the General Laws.
(2) The course of conduct, the statements and dealings of the respondents, Julius and
Alice Ponn and Allan Ponn, with respect to the complainant, Mrs. Bertha Harris, were
such as to amount to refusal to negotiate with her in good faith for the rental of
said apartment because of her color and race and were an unlawful practice within
the meaning of General Laws, Chapter 151B, Section 4.
(3) The course of conduct, statements and dealings of Julius and Alice Ponn and
Allan Ponn with respect to the complainant, Mrs. Bertha Harris, were such to con-
stitute a denial to and withholding from her of said apartment because of her color
and race and were unlawful practices within the meaning of General Laws, Chapter
151B, Section 4.
(4) The respondents, Julius and Alice Ponn—at the time the complainant, Mrs.
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Bertha Harris, called the number listed in the Boston Globe during January, 1966
and later at the time when she sought to examine the apartment in February—were
(he agents of the respondent, Allan Ponn. The respondent, Allan Ponn, is liable for
the discriminatory acts of Julius and Alice Ponn since said acts took place during
the coui-se of their conduct as his agents in the showing of the apartment at 104
Montcbello Road.
Order
Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact, and pursuant to section 5, chapter
151 B of the General Laws of Massachusetts, it is hereby
ORDERED, by the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination:
1. That the complaint against the respondent Joan Carol Ponn be dismissed.
2. That the respondent, Allan Ponn, his spouse, agents, servants, employees, assigns
and successors, shall:
(a) Cease and desist from denying any other prospective tenant, on the basis of
race, color, religious creed, national origin or national ancestry, the opportunity to
rent or lease or negotiate for the rental or lease of said housing accommodation at
such time or times as said housing accommodation may again hereafter be directly or
through an agent made generally available to the public for lease or rental, by any
means of public offering.
3. Include in each advertisement which said respondent either directly as real estate
owner, operator or manager, or indirectly through a real estate agent, causes to be
published in any newspaper offering properties for sale or rental, a statement in form
satisfactory to the Commission, giving notice that each of the properties offered by the
respondent is an "EQUAL OPPORTUNITY LISTING." Said statement should appear
in every said advertisement published during the first six months after the date of
service of this order, after which it may be discontinued (even if said six months
period has elapsed) until it has appeared in newspapers published on twenty-six dates.
4. Notify the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination at its office at 41
Tremont Street, Boston, 02108, within thirty (30) days after service of this Order, as to
steps respondents, Julius and Alice Ponn, have taken to comply with such Order.
s/ MALCOLM C. WEBBER
Hearing Commissioner
s/ BEN G. SHAPIRO
Hearing Commissioner
s/ JOHN F. ALBANO
Hearing Commissioner
DATED AT BOSTON: July 11, 1966
Failure of the respondents to comply with the Commission order to file a petition
with the Superior Court for the purpose of producing enforcement. The following
is the court decree resulting from the proceedings:
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
SUFFOLK, ss. SUPERIOR COURT IN EQUITY
No. 86049
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION
vs.
JULIUS PONN, ALICE PONN and ALLAN PONN
ORDER ON PETITION FOR DECREE ENFORCING
ORDER OF PLAINTIFF COMMISSION
1. Plaintiff (Commission) brings this petition under General Laws (Ter. Ed.) Ch.
151B, sec. 6, to enforce its order dated July 11, 1966 against the defendants herein
named. Said order was entered by the Commission following a public hearing on the
complaint of one Bertha Harris.
2. The petition was—when filed—not accompanied by "a written transcript of the
31
record upon the hearing before the commission" as required by said section 6, and no
such record has since been produced. The petition merely incorporated by reference
the copy thereto attached of the findings, conclusion and order of the Commission.
3. Although the petition has not been filed in accordance with the provisions of said
statute, defendants, however, have not objected to the Commission's failure to file with
its petition the record of the hearing before it, and have agreed in open court to
submit to that part of the Commission's order set forth in paragraph 2 (a) thereof.
4. It was agreed in open court that this is the first instance of a violation by these
defendants of the law applicable here. Such being the case, I see no reasonable basis
for the orders by the Commission contained in paragraphs 3 and 4 of its said order.
5. In view of the foregoing, it is ORDERED that so much of the Commission's order
as is contained in paragraphs 3 and 4 thereof is set aside, and, as so modified, the
Commission's order is to be enforced.
s/ CHARLES S. BOLSTER
Justice of the Superior Court
October 17, 1966
COMMON^VEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Findings of Fact
Conclusions of Law
and Order
PrH VIL76-C
COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION
On Relation of:
WILLIAM B. and PAMELA J. McCLAIN
Complainants
Against
SIDNEY AND MABEL G. KATZMAN
Respondents
Upon all the evidence at the hearing herein the Massachusetts Commission Against
Discrimination, by Malcolm C. Webber, Presiding Hearing Commissioner and Hearing
Commissioners Ben. G. Shapiro and John F. Albano, finds that the respondents Sidney
and Mabel G. Ratzman, have engaged in unlawful discriminatory practices as defined
in Chapter 151B, section 4, paragraph 7 of the Massachusetts General Laws, and states
its findings as follows:
Findings of Fact
(1) The complaint dated August 25, 1965, was filed by William B. and Pamela J.
McClain, complainants, for alleged discriminatory practices in violation of G.L. chapter
15IB, by the respondents, Sidney and Mabel G. Katzman.
(2) William B. McClain and his wife, Pamela J. McClain, are Negroes. William B.
McClain is an ordained Methodist minister employed as a consultant to the Common-
wealth Service Corps. Both Mr. and Mrs. McClain appear to be people of superior
education, refinement and responsibility.
(3) On Sunday, August 22, 1965, the complainant, William B. McClain, telephoned
the respondent, Mrs. Mabel G. Katzman, in response to an advertisement that appeared
in the Boston Globe, reading as follows:
"Brookline, near Deane Park, heated first floor, five and a half rooms, park-
ing, $160, call 925-2082"
The respondent, Sidney Katzman, was the owner of two apartment buildings, 3 and 5
Strathmore Road, Brookline. At the time this ad was placed, he had two practically
identical first floor apartments available for rent, one of which (at 3 Strathmore Road)
was available for immediate occupancy; the other (at 5 Strathmore Road) would be
available for occupancy sometime in the month of September, 1965. The wording of
the Boston Globe advertisement applied equally to both apartments. Sidney Katzman
made both of these apartments generally available to the public for rental by placing
the above advertisement in the Boston Globe and by offering said apartments to the
members of the public who called him in response to the above advertisement.
(4) Mr. McClain told Mrs. Katzman that he was interested in the apartment and
asked for an appointment to see the apartment. Mr. McClain stated to Mrs. Katzman
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that the apainiient was for himself, his wife and their small child. Mrs. Katzman
then told the complainant. Mr. McClain, that the earliest that her husband would be
able to show the apartment to the McClains was at 1:00 P.M. Monday, August 23. Mr.
Mc<^lain agreed to meet Mr. Katzman the following day at the specified time and
place.
(5) On Monday, the McClains drove to Strathmore Road and arrived there at 12:30
P.M. Thev then spent the next twenty minutes looking around the neighborhood and
the adjacent park. At 12:50 the McClains returned to their car and observed a man
going in and out of an apartment at number 3 Strathmore Road. Mr. McClain then
approached Mr. Katzman and asked him if he was Mr. "K"—an alias sometimes used
by Sidney Kat/man and provided to Mr. McClain the previous day by Mrs. Katzman
during their telephone conversation. Mr. Katzman replied that he w'as Mr. "K" but
that he couldn't help the McClains because he had rented "the apartment" that
morning to three girls. The respondent, Sidney Katzman, then showed the com-
plainant. Mrs. Pamela J. McClain, a check for $100 which was a deposit made by the
three girls that morning.
(6) Mrs. McClain asked Mr. Katzman if he would show them the apartment anyway
and Mr. Katzman agreed to do so. After viewing the apartment, Mrs. McClain asked
Mr. Katzman if he had any other apartments available. Mr. Katzman then replied
that he didn't because people do not move around much in that neighborhood. The
McClains left Strathmore Road shortly before 2:00 P.M. and returned to their home at
857 Beacon Street, Boston.
(7) The McClains, after returning to 857 Beacon Street, immediately spoke with
friends of theirs, John R. Bresnahan and his wife, Cecelia, who reside in the same
building. Mr. Bresnahan is an advertising copy-writer for the Dickie-Raymond Com-
pany. The McClains asked Mr. and Mrs. Bresnahan if they would call the telephone
number listed in the Globe ad and inquire about the apartment. The Bresnahans
agreed to do this.
(8) At 3:00 P.M. that afternoon, a little more than one hour after the McClains had
spoken with Sidney Katzman, Cecelia Bresnahan called the number listed in the ad
used by the McClains. Mrs. Katzman answered the telephone and Mrs. Bresnahan
asked her if the apartment advertised in the newspaper was still available. Mrs. Katz-
man replied that it was and instructed her to go to 5 Strathmore Road, at 5:30 that
evening and to ask for a man named Mr. Katzman. The respondent, Mrs. Katzman,
told Mrs. Bresnahan that the apartment was at 5 Strathmore Road on the first floor.
The apartment which had been rented to the three girls early that morning was located
at number 3 Strathmore Road. Mrs. Katzman had known since the previous evening
that the apartment at 3 Strathmore Road had been rented to the 3 girls and that
the only apartment still available was the first floor suite at number 5 Strathmore.
(9) Mr. and Mrs. Bresnahan went to 5 Strathmore Road and knocked on the door
of the first floor suite and the tenant, Mrs. Janet dayman, answered the door. Mrs.
Bresnahan asked if that was the apartment which was available. Mrs. dayman said
"Yes", but that it was necessary to talk with Mr. Katzman w^ho was out on the street.
The Bresnahans then left number 5 Strathmore Road and met Mr. Katzman on the
street as he was in the process of removing his personal possessions from the first
floor suite at number 3 Strathmore Road. The apartment at number three, w^hich had
been rented that morning to the three girls, had previously been occupied by the
Katzmans. The respondents, Mr. and Mrs. Katzman, had earlier decided to move
from the apartment at number 3 Strathmore Road to their summer home in Hull
for financial reasons.
(10) The Bresnahans introduced themselves to Mr. Katzman and told him that
they were the people who had made an appointment to see the apartment. Mr. Katz-
man said that the apartment in the ad had been rented, but that he had another
apartment available and that w^as the apartment where the Bresnahans had just
knocked on the door. He pointed out that he had had an argument with the present
occupant, Mrs. dayman, that morning about a stove which Mrs. dayman wanted
to sell to him and that he didn't know if Mrs. dayman would let the Bresnahans see
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the apartment. He further pointed out that he could not legally force Mrs. dayman
to show the apartment.
(11) The relationship between the Claymans, the tenants in the first floor suite,
number 5 Strathmore Road, and Sidney Katzman had never been a friendly one. Mrs.
Janet dayman had telephoned Mrs. Katzman on the 18th or 19th of August and in-
formed Mrs. Katzman that the Claymans were vacating the apartment because Mr.
dayman was being transferred by his company to Norwalk, Connecticut. At that
time Mrs. Katzman informed Mrs. dayman that they, the Katzmans, still expected a
month's notice. The Claymans protested but paid the Katzmans the rent for the month
of September.
(12) Mr. Katzman then offered to show the Bresnahans his apartment at number 3
Strathmore Road because it was identical with the apartment at number 5 Strathmore
Road. The Bresnahans accepted this offer. After touring the apartment at number 3,
the Bresnahans asked Mr. Katzman if he would have any objection if they approached
Mrs. dayman, the tenants in the first floor suite at number 5 Strathmore Road and ask
her, as a favor, if she would show them the apartment. Mr. Katzman had no objection.
The Bresnahans then returned to the first floor suite and asked Mrs. dayman if she
would let them examine the apartment. She agreed to do so. During the tour of the
apartment, Mrs. dayman stated to the Bresnahans that she had had a conversation that
morning with Mr. Katzman. Mrs. dayman has asked Mr. Katzman that morning if he
would buy their stove as they did not wish to take it to Connecticut with them. Mr.
Katzman refused to buy the stove and as a result there was an argument between Mrs.
dayman and Mr. Katzman.
(13) After examining the apartment at 5 Strathmore Road, the Bresnahans told the
respondent, Sidney Katzman, that they would call that evening and let him know if
they would take the apartment. Pursuant to that arrangement, John Bresnahan tele-
phoned Sidney Katzman that evening and told him that they would take the apartment
and Sidney Katzman agreed to rent to them. On August 25, Mr. Bresnahan mailed a
$25.00 check as a deposit to Mr. Katzman. This check was cashed by Mr. Katzman.
When Sidney Katzman agreed to rent the apartment at 5 Strathmore Road and when
he accepted the $25.00 deposit, there was no contingency attached to the offer to rent
to the Bresnahans.
(14) On the 10th of September Mrs. Ruth Batson, the Investigating Commissioner
assigned to investigate the complaint filed with the Massachusetts Commission Against
Discrimination, had a conference at the Commission's office at 41 Tremont Street.
Prior to a finding of probable cause, Mrs. Batson asked Mr. Katzman if he would rent
the apartment at 5 Strathmore Road to the McClains if it were available. Sidney
Katzman, in response to this question, stated that if the apartment were available,
he would be happy to rent to the McClains. At that point Mr. Robert F. Mahoney, A
Field Investigator for the Commission Against Discrimination, called Cecelia Bresnahan
on the telephone. When he reached her, he asked Mr. Katzman to talk with Mrs.
Bresnahan. Mrs. Bresnahan then informed Mr. Katzman that she and her husband
had changed their minds and no longer wished to rent the apartment at 5 Strathmore
Road. After this telephone conversation between Mr. Katzman and Mrs. Bresnahan,
Mrs. Batson then asked Mr. Katzman whether he would rent to the McClains now that
he knew he had an apartment available. Mr. Katzman then refused to rent to the
McClains because he did not like "getting off on the left foot" with people. In essence,
Sidney Katzman refused to rent to the McClains at this point because they had lodged
a complaint with the Commission. Subsequent to these events, Mrs. Batson found
probable cause.
(15) When Field Investigator Robert F. Mahoney first talked with Sidney Katzman
on August 31 about the complaint filed by the McClains, Sidney Katzman told Robert
F. Mahoney that the Bresnahans had approached him about an apartment before
the McClains had done so and that when the McClains visited him at 3 Strathmore
Road he had already rented the apartment to the Bresnahans. Sidney Katzman made
this statement to Robert Mahoney during the investigation stage of the proceedings
and prior to any finding of probable cause and any attempts at conciliation. Sidney
Katzman's statements to Field Investigator Mahoney were untrue as the McClains had
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gone to Sirathmoie Road at 1:00 P.M. August 23, whereas the Bresnahans did not ar-
rive at Strathmore Road until 5:30 P.M. on the same day.
(16) The statement of the respondent, Sidney Katzman, to the complainants on
August 23, 1965, that he did not have any apartments available nor did he expect
any to become available was untrue, and the respondent knew it was untrue. It was
made to hide from the complainants, because they were Negroes, the fact that he had
an apartment available at number 5 Strathmore Road.
(17) The statement of the respondent, Sidney Katzman, to Commissioner Ruth
Batson, during the investigation of the complaint, that he would not rent to the
McClains even though he had an apartment available further indicated that the
respondent, Sidney Katzman, was determined not to rent to the complainants, Pamela
J. and \\'illiam B. McClain solely on account of their race or color. No facts were
presented at the hearing showing that the McClains would be or might be undesirable
tenants or that any facts other than their race or color influenced the conduct of the
respondents.
(18) The respondent, Mabel G. Katzman, was authorized by Sidney Katzman to re-
ceive telephone inquiries about apartments, to transmit information to prospective
tenants relative to the apartments and to make appointments with members of the
public interested in viewing the apartments.
(19) The statement of the respondent, Mabel G. Katzman, that she learned for the
first time that the dayman family was vacating the apartment at 5 Strathmore Road
after 4:00 o'clock on August 23 as a result of a conversation with Celia Steinberg was
made to support Sidney Katzman's statement that he did not know the apartment at
5 Strathmore Road was available when he talked with the McClains at 1:00 P.M.,
August 23. Sidney Katzman, in fact, had talked with the tenant at 5 Strathmore Road,
Mrs. Janet dayman, during the morning of August 23 about the Claymans moving
out and when the McClains visited Strathmore Road on August 23, 1965 the re-
spondent, Sidney Katzman, knew that the first floor suite at 5 Strathmore Road was
available.
(20) The only reason the respondent, Sidney Katzman, told the complainants that
he had no apartment soon to be available when he knew one was being vacated was
because of their race or color.
Conclusion
1. The apartment in question in this proceeding located at 5 Strathmore Road,
Brookline, comes within the definition of "other covered housing accommodations"
within the meaning of Clause 12 of Section 1 of General Laws, Chapter 15 IB.
2. The course of conduct, statements and dealings of Sidney and Mabel G. Katzman,
husband and wife, with respect to the complainants, William B. and Pamela J. Mc-
Clain, husband and wife, were such as to amount to a refusal to negotiate with them
in good faith for the renting of said apartment because of the McClain's race or color,
and were an unlawful practice within the meaning of G. L. c. 151B, s 4.
Order
Upon the basis of the foregoing Findings of Fact and pursuant to Section 5, Chapter
15 IB of the General Laws of Massachusetts, it is hereby
ORDERED, by the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination:
1. That respondents, Sidney and Mabel G. Katzman, their agents, servants, employ-
ees, assigns and successors shall:
a) Cease and desist from denying to and withholding from said William B. and
Pamela J. McClain the said housing accommodation located at 5 Strathmore
Road, Brookline.
b) Offer forthwith to complainants, William B. and Pamela J. McClain the said
housing accommodations located at 5 Strathmore Road, Brookline.
c) If said William B. and Pamela J. McClain no longer desire to rent said housing
accommodations, cease and desist from denying any other prospective tenant,
on the basis of race, creed, color, national origin or national ancestry, the
opportunity to rent or lease or negotiate for the rent or lease of said housing
accommodations at such time or times as said housing accommodations may
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again hereafter be directly or through an agent made generally available to
the public for lease or rental, by any means of public offering.
2. Notify the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination at its offices at
41 Tremont Street, Boston, 02108, within 30 days after service of this Order, as to
steps respondents, Sidney and Mabel G. Katzman, have taken to comply with such
Order.
s/ MALCOLM C. WEBBER
Presiding Hearing Commissioner
s/ BEN G. SHAPIRO
Hearing Commissioner
s/ JOHN F. ALBANO
Hearing Commissioner
Dated April 18, 1966 Boston, County of Suffolk
This order was appealed by the respondent. The property involved in the com-
plaint was sold in the meantime. The case was then remanded to the Commission
by the court for further proceedings. Since the matter of the apartment has become
a moot question, counsel for the complainant and respondent are negotiating a settle-
ment.
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Norfolk, ss. Superior Court
In Equity
No. 87141
SIDNEY KATZMAN
V.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION
Interlocutory Decree
This cause came on to be further heard at this sitting and was argued by counsel;
and thereupon, upon consideration thereof, it is ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND
DECREED, that the matter be remanded to the Massachusetts Commission Against
Discrimination for further proceedings.
By the Court (Moynihan, J.)
A. C. KELLOGG
Asst. Clerk
Entered: Oct. 27, 1966
THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
On Relation of:
JAMES E. EASLEY,
Complainant
Against
JENNIE MAE WOOD,
Respondent
Findings of Fact
Conclusions of Law
and Orders
PrH VIII-57-C
This cause came on for hearing before Hearing Commissioners Malcolm C. Webber,
John F. Albano and Erna Ballantine, who, upon consideration of all the evidence,
set forth their findings, conclusions and orders in a split decision as follows:
Findings of Fact
1. The complainant, James E. Easley, is a member of the Negro race. The com-
plainant's wife, Barbara L. Easley, is a Caucasian. At the time of the filing of the
complaint, the Easleys lived in Cambridge, Massachusetts.
2. The respondent, Jennie Mae Wood, is the owner of an apartment building at
219-221 Pearl Street, Cambridge.
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3. Late in May. 1966, the complainant's wife, Barbara, who was apartment hunting,
noticed a For Rent" sign in the window of an apartment at 221 Pearl Street. The
sign directed persons interested in the apartment to inquire at 219 Pearl Street which
is the other half of a duplex house. Mrs. Easley went to 221 Pearl Street and spoke
with Mrs. \Vood about renting the apartment. Mrs. Wood showed Mrs. Easley the
apartment at 219, and during the conversation Mrs. Wood told Mrs. Easley that she
had had some trouble previously with Puerto Rican tenants. Because of this comment,
Mrs. Easlev did not tell Mrs. Wood that her husband was a Negro.
4. On the following morning, Mrs. Easley returned to 221 Pearl Street where she
met Mr. ^V'ood and gave him a $20.00 deposit for the apartment. The next day, Mrs.
Easley gave the balance of the June rent, $80.00, to Mr. Wood and received the keys
from him. The Easleys did not move into the apartment at 219 Pearl Street until
June 3.
5. Neither Jennie Mae Wood nor her husband was informed that Mr. Easley was a
Negro until some days after the Easleys occupied the apartment. Until the Woods
became aware of her husband's race, they were very friendly and cordial but there was
a noticeable change in their attitude after they became aware of Mr. Easley 's race.
6. On June 28, twenty-five days after they occupied the apartment, the Easleys
received an eviction notice from Jennie Mae Wood. Mr. Easley called Mrs. Wood and
asked why they were being evicted. Mrs. Wood refused to answer and advised Mr.
Easley to "talk to my attorney." After several fruitless attempts to reach Mr. John
Reardon, Mrs. Wood's attorney, Mr. Easley called Mrs. Wood back who hung up on
him.
7. The apartment occupied by Mr. and Mrs. Wood was separated from the Easley
apartment by a common wall through which loud noises could be easily heard. On
occasion the Easleys could hear the Woods through the common wall. Mrs. Wood
testified that the reason she was evicting the Easleys was because of a "commotion"
which occurred in the Easley apartment a few weeks after they occupied the apart-
ment. She further stated that vile and vulgar language was used during the "com-
motion". Mrs. Wood's two daughters, one of whom lived above the Easleys and the
second of whom lived in the building next to the Easley apartment, corroborated Mrs.
Wood's story about the commotion and use of vulgar language. Mr. Easley was ques-
tioned regarding this disturbance and the use of vulgar language. He stated that he
and his wife had had arguments during the period immediately following their occu-
pancy of the apartment and that it was possible that he had used vulgar language.
This Commission finds that during the first weeks of the tenancy the Easleys did have
an argument at which vulgar language was used which could be heard by Jennie Mae
Wood.
8. No other evidence was submitted at the public hearing showing any overt action
or statements by the Woods which would indicate that the Woods objected to having
a Negro tenant in their building.
Conclusion
Although the behavior of the Woods after they determined that James E. Easley
was a Negro is highly suspicious, mere suspicion is not adequate to support a finding
of fact that the reason that the Easleys were being evicted was because of Mr. Easley's
race. There was much testimony at the public hearing concerning Mrs. Wood's re-
lationship with earlier tenants. We conclude that Mrs. Wood was a strict landlady and
that her treatment of the Easleys was substantially the same as that involving earlier
tenants whom she had evicted for similar reasons.
Order
For the reasons stated above, the complaint of James E. Easley against Jennie Mae
Wood is hereby dismissed.
Dated at Boston, 21 November 1966
s/ MALCOLM C. WEBBER
Hearing Commissioner
s/ JOHN F. ALBANO
Hearing Commissioner ' .
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Dissent by Commissioner Ballantine
I do not concur with Commissioners Webber and Albano in their conclusion that a
violation of the Fair Practices Act as it relates to private housing has not been estab-
lished in this case. The uncontradicted testimony of Mrs. Easley that the Woods were
friendly and cordial up to the time that they discovered that Mr. Easley is a Negro can-
not be ignored. In addition, the statutes under which this Commisison operates pro-
vide that the Commissioners may rely on their expertise derived from years of experi-
ence in dealing with the problems of racial discrimination in housing and other areas.
It is my opinion that the sudden change in the attitude of the Woods towards Mrs.
Easlev reflects their hostility at unexpectedly finding that they had a tenant who was a
member of the Negro race. In so far as any domestic strife between the Easleys is
concerned, Mr. Easley's admission that he and his wife had had arguments which the
Woods probably could hear, did in fact, weaken the case. However, the fact that no
warning had been given to the Easleys appears significant. The fact that Mrs. Wood's
husband had at an earlier time given warnings to a group of noisy tenants is relevant.
Under these facts the Commission could in the proper exercise of its discretion, con-
clude that the real motive for the eviction action was Mr. Easley's race and not a
domestic argument.
I conclude that the reason for the eviction was James E. Easley's race and that an
eviction action, in these circumstances, constitutes a discriminatory act prohibited by
the laws of this Commonwealth.
Dated at Boston 21 November 1966
s/ ERNA BALLANTINE
Hearing Commissioner
In the following case the order, issued by the Commission at the conclusion of a
public hearing held last year, was appealed. After review the court remanded the
case to the Commission upon the legal technicality that the names of the individ-
ual school members were not included in the original complaint.
The Commission amended the complaint to comply with legal requirements and
then after public hearing issued an order. The proceedings are reported herewith.
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Hampden, SS. Superior Court in Equity
THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF CHICOPEE, and STANLEY
ZABIELSKI, ROGER G. TURGEON, STANLEY J. PIROG, ROGER E. PAREN-
TEAU, JOSEPH E. CYRAN, RUSSELL E. CAMPBELL, JOSEPH E. KENDRA,
ALFRED D. ALLEN, THEODORE W. LES, ADRIAN LaPLANTE and JOSEPHINE
KORD, as they are members of the said Committee
Petitioners
vs
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION OF THE COM-
MONWEALTH OF MASSACHUETTS and BEN G. SHAPIRO, JOHN F. ALBANO,
ERNA BALLANTINE and MALCOLM C. WEBBER, as they are members of the
said Commission
and
EDWARD A. JANASZ, 48 Ames Avenue, Chicopee, Massachusetts
Respondents
Petition for Review
To the Honorable Justices of the Superior Court:
Respectfully represents the petitioners:
—
1. That this petition is brought under the provisions of the Massachusetts General
Laws, Chapter 30A, as amended, and Chapter 151B, as amended, to review the decision
of the respondents Ben G. Shapiro and John F. Albano, members of the Massachusetts
Commission for Discrimination, who signed the said decision and respondents Erna
Ballantine and Malcolm C. Webber, members of the Massachusetts Commission for
Discrimination.
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2. That the lespondent Edward A. Janasz is named a co-respondent in this case as
the said Janasz was the complainant in the hearing herein appealed from before the
said Massachusetts Commission against Discrimination.
3. That your petitioner is the School Committee of the City of Chicopee and Stan-
lev Zabielski, Stanley J. Pirog, Joseph E. Cyran, Joseph E. Kendra, Alfred D. Allen,
Theodore \V. Les, Roger G. Turgeon, Roger E. Paranteau, Russell E. Campbell,
Adrian LaPlante and Josephine Kord, as they are members of said School Committee.
That this said School Committee and all of the said persons mentioned in this para-
graph including Raymond H. Bourbeau were named respondents in the hearing herein
appealed from before the said Massachusetts Commission against Discrimination.
4. That the respondents, Ben G. Shapiro, John F. Albano, Ema Ballantine and
Malcolm C. AVebber, are members of the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrim-
ination appointed under provisions of Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 6, Section
56. That the members of said Commission who sat on the hearing hereinafter referred
to are Ben G. Shapiro and John F. Albano.
5. That one Edward A. Janasz, a respondent named herein, filed a written com-
plaint with the said Commission charging John L. Fitzpatrick, Superintendent of the
Chicopee School Committee and Roger Turgeon, Chairman of said Committee with
unlawful discrimination under Chapter 151B, Section 4, i.e. (denial of employment
because of age.)
6. That the complaint of said Edward A. Janasz was first heard before the respon-
dent Commission on March 9, 1965, against Roger Turgeon, Chairman of the School
Committee of said City of Chicopee and John L. Fitzpatrick, Superincendent of the
School Department of said Chicopee. That the said Commission made finding of facts
and made certain orders to the respondent School officials (a copy of ^vhich decision
is annexed hereto and a part hereof), and further that said decision was dated in
Boston on the 4th day of May, 1965, and received by the petitioners on May 5, 1965.
7. That said decision of May 4, 1965, ordered that said John L. Fitzpatrick and said
Roger Turgeon forthwith hire the complainant Edward A. Janasz as a teacher in the
Chicopee School System to teach Business Courses, and that certain other orders and
findings were made in said decision.
8. That the said Roger Turgeon, Chairman of the School Committee of City of
Chicopee and John L. Fitzpatrick, the then Superintendent of the Public School De-
partment of said City of Chicopee, on May 28, 1965, filed a petition for Judicial Review
in the Superior Court, Hampden County, sitting at Springfield, that the said petition
was brought under the provisions of Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 30A, as
amended, and Chapter 151B, as amended, to review the decision of the respondent,
Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination.
9. That in February, 1966, the cause came on to be heard before the Superior
Court for Hampden County, Jury waived Equity session. Ford, J. presiding, and after
argument, the Court ordered the proceedings remanded to the Massachusetts Commis-
sion Against Discrimination for joinder of all necessan.- and proper parties.
10. That on July 6th, 1966, the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination
caused a reissuance of its original complaint and notice of hearing to be served upon
the respondent school officials, the petitioners herein.
11. That the complaint of said Edward A. Janasz was reheard before the respondent
Commission on August 12, 1966, that the record of hearing of March 9, 1965, before
said Commission was incorporated by reference, by agreement, and there was a finding
of facts and certain orders made in their decision, a copy of which decision is annexed
hereto and made a part hereof; and further that said decision was dated in Springfield
on the 18th day of November, 1966, and was sened upon the petitioners on the 26th
day of November, 1966.
12. That the petitioners are aggrieved by the decision of November 18, 1966, of the
said respondent Commissioners.
13. That the said decision dated November ISth, 1966 and annexed hereto, ordered
that your petitioners forthwith hire the complainant Edward A. Janasz as a teacher to
teach business courses, and that certain other orders and finding were made in said
decision.
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14. That your petitioners are aggrieved by the decision of said respondent Com-
missioners and respectfully contend that their decision is (a) in violation of constitu-
tional provisions; (b) in excess of the statutory authority or jurisdiction of the agency;
(c) based upon error of law; (d) made upon unlawful procedure; (e) unsupported by
substantial evidence; (f) arbitrary or capricious, as abuse of discretion, or otherwise not
in accordance with the law.
WHEREFORE, your petitioners pray:
1. That the aforesaid decision of the respondents be set aside by this Honorable Court
2. That this Honorable Court find and rule that there was no violation of Massachu-
setts General Laws, Chapter 151B, Section 4 i.e. fdiscrimination because of age)
3. That this Honorable Court grant such further relief as it deems fair and proper.
THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF CHICOPEE, and STANLEY
ZABIELSKI, ROGER G. TURGEON, STANLEY J. PIROG, ROGER E. PARAN-
TEAU, JOSEPH E. CYRAN, RUSSELL E. CAMPBELL, JOSEPH E. KENDRA,
ALFRED D. ALLEN, THEODORE W. LES, ADRIAN LaPLANTE and JOSEPHINE
KORD, as they are members of the said Committee.
By
s/ ROBERT L. NOWAK
City Solicitor
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Complaint No. SI-35-A
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
On Relation of:
EDWARD A. JANASZ,
Complainant
Against
ROGER TURGEON, Chairman
Chicopee School Committee
and
JOHN L. FITZPATRICK, Superintendent,
Public School Department
Chicopee, Massachusetts
Respondents
This cause came on for hearing before Acting Chairman, Ben G. Shapiro, and Com-
missioners Ruth M. Batson, and John F. Albano, who, upon consideration of all of the
evidence, set forth their findings, conclusions and orders as follows:
Findings of Fact
1. Complainant, a resident of the City of Chicopee, Massachusetts, is forty-seven
years of age. He graduated from Boston University in 1948 with a major in General
Business and also received a Masters in Education Degree from American International
College in 1949.
2. Complainant was an instructor at St. Michael's College starting in 1950 for a
period of two years, where he taught business courses.
3. Complainant was a teacher in the Chicopee System from 1955 through 1959,
teaching Business (Calculating) Machines and Business Math, and was the holder of a
teaching certificate issued by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
4. Complainant furthered his education by attending Yale University in 1960 in the
field of Hospital Administration and spent the next year as an administrative resident
in a hospital.
5. In April of 1962, the complainant applied for an administrative assistant's position
in the Chicopee System and at the same time, applied for a teaching position, and on
two other occasions after April of 1962, submitted applications for teaching positions.
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6. A Barbara Jean Graviec, age twenty-two, was hired as a teacher in the Chicopee
System in April of 1964 to teach Business Courses.
7. Respondent, Fitzpatrick was unaware of the existence of General Laws Chapter
151B Sections 4 and 5 as they pertain to discriminating against a person because of his
age, initil August of 1964, when he was visited by Roger AVilliams, Field Representative
of the Commission Against Discrimination.
8. After the Williams and respondent Fitzpatrick meeting in August of 1964, that part
of the application for a teaching position in the Chicopee System which required reveal-
ing one's age was deleted from said application form.
9. In April of 1964, the respondent Fitzpatrick was put on notice regarding the
legality of circling of an applicant's age on an application for employment by School
Committeewomen, Josephine Kord.
10. During that period of time that complainant had applied for teaching positions,
the respondent Superintendent Fitzpatrick had, in at least a few instances, circled the
age of applicants on application forms and considered their age in determining whether
or not he would hire them.
11. The complainant left the Chicopee System in 1959 and at that time, he was in
good standing and considered highly qualified as a teacher of Business Courses by the
respondents.
12. Between the time that the complainant left the Chicopee System in 1959 and
when he applied for a teaching position in 1962 and to the time of this hearing, no
official of the Chicopee System has had an opportunity to observe his classroom teaching.
13. From April 1962, to the time of this hearing there have been teaching positions
available which teaching positions complainant was qualified to teach.
The following conclusions are set forth:
(1) The parties hereto are proper parties within the meaning of General Laws Chapter
151B, Section 5.
(2) The respondents, discriminated against the complainant on account of the com-
plainant's age in violation of General Laws Chapter 151B, Section 4 and therefore did
not hire him.
(3) The orders herein made will effectuate the purposes of General Laws Chapter 151B.
On the basis of the foregoing, and pursuant to General Laws Chapter 151B, Sections
4 and 5, it is hereby ordered, by the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination,
that the respondents, their agents and servants,
1. Henceforth and in the future cease and desist and refrain from making any in-
quiry, distinction, discrimination or restriction on account of age in the hiring or
oflEering to hire of personnel in the Chicopee School System.
2. Forthwith hire the complainant as a teacher in the Chicopee System to teach Busi-
ness Courses.
3. Henceforth and in the future cease and desist and refrain from making any dis-
tinction, discrimination or restriction on account of the age of complainant in any terms,
conditions or privileges of employment or on rehiring or discharge of the complainant.
Dated at Boston this fourth day of May 1965.
s/ BEN G. SHAPIRO
Commissioner
s/ RUTH M. BATSON
Commissioner
s/ JOHN F. ALBANO
Commissioner
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COMMON\VEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
On Relation of:
ED^VARD JANASZ
Complainarjt
Against
THE CHICOPEE SCHOOL COMMITTEE
and
STANLEY ZABIELSKI
STANLE J. PIROG
JOSEPH E. CYRAN
JOSEPH E. KENDR.\
ALFRED D. ALLEN
THEODORE W. LES
ROGER G. TURGSON
ROGER E. PARENTEAU
RUSSELL E. CAMPBELL
R-\YMOND H. BOURBEAU
ADRIAN LaPLANTE
JOSEPHINE KORD
Respondents
This cause came on for hearing before Acting Chairman Ben G. Shapiro and Com-
missioner John F. Albano. who, upon consideration of all the evidence, set forth their
findings, conclusions and orders as follows:
Findings of Fact
1. Complainant, a resident of the City of Chicopee, Massachusetts, is forty-nine years
of age. He graduated from Boston University in 1948 with a major in General Busi-
ness and also received a Masters in Education Degree from American International
College in 1949.
2. Complainant was an instructor at St. Michael's College starting in 1950 fcr a
period of two years, where he taught business courses.
3. Complainant was a teacher in the Chicopee System from 1955 through 1959,
teaching Business i Calculating Machines and Business Math), and was the holder of a
teaching certificate issued by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
4. Complainant furthered his education by attending Yale University in 1960 in
the field of Hospital Administration and spent the next year as an administrative resi-
dent in a hospital.
5. In April of 1962, the complainant applied for an administrative assistant s posi-
tion in the Chicopee System and at the same time, applied for a teaching position, and
on two other occasions after April of 1962, submitted applications for teaching posi-
tions.
6. A Barbara Jean Graviec, age twenty-four, was hired as a teacher in the Chicopee
System in April of 1964 to teach Business Courses.
7. The Superintendent of the Chicopee Public Schools was unaware of the existence
of General Laws Chapter 151B Section 4 and 5 as they pertain to discriminating
against a person because of his age, until August of 1964, when he was visited by
Roger Williams, Field Representative of the Commission Against Discrimination.
8. After the "Williams and Superintendent Fitzpatrick meeting in August of 1964,
that part of the application for a teaching position in the Chicopee System which re-
quired revealing one's age was deleted from said application form.
9. In April of 1964, the Superintendent, was put on notice regarding the legality
of circling of an applicant's age on an application for employment bv School Com-
mitteewoman, Josephine Kord.
42
10. During that period of time that complainant had applied for teaching positions,
the Superintendent, Fitzpatrick, had in at least a few instances, circled the age of appli-
cants on application forms and together with the respondent, Chicopee School Com-
mittee and its members had considered their age in determining whether or not they
would recommend said applicant be hired, in passing upon said applications.
11. 1 he complainant left the Chicopee System in 1959 and at that time, he was in
good standing and considered highly qualified as a teacher of business courses by the
respondents.
12. Between the time that the complainant left the Chicopee Systems in 1959 and
when he applied for a teaching position in 1962 and to the time of this hearing, no
ofTicial of the Chicopee System has had an opportunity to observe his classroom teach-
ing.
13. From April, 1962 to the time of this hearing there have been teaching positions
available which teaching positions complainant was qualified to teach.
The following conclusions are set forth:
(1) The parties hereto are proper parties within the meaning of General Laws
Chapter 151B, Section 5.
(2) The respondents, discriminated against the complainant on account of the com-
plainant's age in violation of General Laws, Chapter 151B, Section 4 and therefore did
not hire him.
(3) The orders herein made will effectuate the purposes of General Laws Chapter
151B.
On the basis of the foregoing, and pursuant to General Laws Chapter 15 IB, Sections
4 and 5, it is hereby ordered, by the Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination,
that the respondents, their agents and servants,
1. Henceforth and in the future cease and desist and refrain from making any in-
quiry, distinction, discrimination or restriction on account of age in the hiring or
offering to hire of personnel in the Chicopee School System.
2. Forthwith hire the complainant as a teacher in the Chicopee System to teach
Business Courses.
3. Henceforth and in the future cease and desist and refrain from making any dis-
tinction, discrimination or restriction on account of the age of complainant in any
terms, conditions or privileges of employment or on rehiring or discharge of the com-
plainant.
Dated at Springfield this eighteenth day of November, 1966.
s/ BEN G. SHAPIRO
Commissioner
s/ JOHN F. ALBANO
Commissioner
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Hampden, ss Superior Court of Springfield December 16, 1966
On the petition aforesaid, it is ordered that the petitioners notify the said Massachu-
setts Commission Against Discrimination of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Ben
G. Shapiro, John F. Albano, Erna Ballantine and Malcolm C, Webber as they are
members of the said Commission and Edward A. Janasz to appear before the Justice
of this Court at Springfield aforesaid, on Monday the sixth day of February next at
ten o'clock A.M. by causing them to be served with an attested copy of said petition
and this order seven days at least before the said sixth day of February, that they may
then and there show cause why the prayer of said petition should not be granted.
Attest: EDWARD G. SHEA
Clerk
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EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM
Of cardinal importance to any law enforcement agency is its educational program.
Education is essential in conveying to the public information that the law has been
enacted. It is necessary to explain how the law operates and who is affected. The pro-
visions of the law must be defined and interpreted. All persons, who are subjected to
the law in any way, must be informed of its existence, purpose and conditions of in-
volvement. As is usually the case the person, whom the law is intended to protect, is
least likely to know it exists and what measures should be taken to procure its bene-
fits. To promulgate to the general public the information that will produce the desired
education the Commission has contrived to employ all available means of communica-
tion to impart its message. With this objective but without sufficient appropriation to
do the type of job, of which its staff is capable, the Commission has employed those
techniques which would afford the greatest utility and service without any or very
little expenditure of funds.
Thus the Commission has employed the use of speaking engagements and participat-
ing in conferences as two means of conducting an educational program. In 92 speaking
engagements the Commission members and staff have addressed 8,130 persons. At 153
conferences the Commission members and staff have participated in programs with
over 14,260 people. The Commission issued 25 news releases which were distributed to
the press throughout the state. The Commission held 21 meetings wuth its councils.
Their primary purpose is to aid in the preparation and dissemination of the Commis-
sion educational program. The 24 radio broadcasts and 3 telecasts were geared spe-
cifically to convey information to aid in educating the general public. All of the radio
stations in the Commonwealth were asked, as a public service, to make spot announce-
ments concerning the provisions of the law and that remedy to violations could be
obtained by contacting the Commission. Approximately 85 percent of the stations
cooperated. The unit of study, "Discrimination—Danger to Democracy", was pre-
pared for use in all educational institutions from the level of junior high school up.
Its distribution has proved most valuable in providing additional educational informa-
tion and materials for the public's identification.
The filing and resolution of complaints has been most effective in portraying to the
public the purpose and manner of operation of the Commission. Consonant with this
philosophy the Commission initiated 357 complaints in enforcement of the law.
The Commission has cooperated and collaborated with other agencies: federal, state,
local and private, on projects and programs directed specifically to the laws administered
by the MCAD and generally on civil rights laws and matters. Programs are formulated
and motivated to the needs of the audience.
Posters are distributed and a continual spot check is made to determine that the
posters are properly bulletined in accordance with the law.
Always striving to enhance its program the Commission seeks new, different and
improved methods of providing and presenting its program and services to the Massa-
chusetts citizens.
LEGISLATION
The Acts of 1966 contain three amendments to the law administered by the Com-
mission. These amendments cover three widely divergent areas, as is evidenced by a
report in essence of the changes provided, as follows:
Chapter 361—Record Keeping
This act provides that every employer, employment agency and labor organization
shall make and keep such records relating to race, color or national origin as the Com-
mission may prescribe by rule or regulation, as reasonably necessary for the purpose of
showing compliance with this chapter or with any executive order issued by the Presi-
dent of the United States or any rules or regulations issued thereunder prescribing
fair employment practices for contractors and subcontractors under contract with the
United States.
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Such legislation shall apply only to employers and labor organizations having the
minimum number of employees or members set forth beside the date for the time
designated.
Period Ending Minimum Employees or
Members
June 30, 1966 75
June 30, 1967 50
June 30, 1968 and thereafter 25
Nothing contained in this chapter or in any rule or regulation issued by the Commis-
sion shall be interpreted as requiring any employer, employment agency or labor
organization to grant preferential treatment to any individual or group because of the
race, color, religious creed, national origin, sex, age or ancestry of such individual or
group because of imbalance which may exist between the total number or percentage
of persons employed, referred, classified or admitted to membership.
Chapter 405—Age Law Amendment
This act changes the age law to define age to include any person between the ages
of forty and sixty-five.
Chapter 410—Bona Fide Occupational Qualification
This act adds a subsection to the functions, powers and duties of the Commission.
It is reprinted here verbatim.
"To give its opinion upon questions submitted to it by any employer, employ-
ment agency or labor organization concerning whether any existing or pro-
posed requirement for employment or for membership in such organization
is a bona fide occupational qualification. Such opinions shall be included in
the annual report of the commission to the governor and the general court.
An opinion, or a request therefor, given under this subsection shall not operate
to interfere with any proceeding under section five."
Proposed Legislation
The Commission submitted three bills which will be acted upon in the 1967
legislative session. These bills were:
An Act Concerning in Rem Proceedings against Housing Owned by Non-residents.
This bill would empower the superior court in equity to issue an order impounding
property of non-residents upon the filing of a petition by a hearing commissioner after
a determination that probable cause exists, requesting such order impounding the
housing subject of the complaint until final determination of the complaint or the
non-resident accepts service of process within the Commonwealth or until the respon-
dent has complied with an order of the commission relating to said housing. A copy
of the petition in equity shall be filed in the registry of deeds in the county where the
housing is located and the order shall bind any person purchasing such housing.
An Act to Repeal the Fifty Years Age Limitation Placed upon Vocational Training
Teachers.
This act would repeal the age limitation placed upon vocational training teachers
which prohibits the appointment of individuals fifty years of age and older to the
position of vocational training teacher.
An Act to Eliminate Payment of Witness Fees to Parties.
This act would permit the Commission to subpoena complainants and respondents
and compel their attendance without the payment of witness fees and travel costs.
FAIR EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES
c 1- 1 ACT ADMINISTRATIONNew Schools
The educational consultant of the Commission contacted in 1966 four new inde-
pendent schools opening or about to open in Massachusetts. The headmasters and
directors of admission of these schools were visited. They were given copies of the
Fair Educational Practices Law and the educational policies of the Commission, which
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were explained. All parties contacted have been engaged in educational work within
tJie Commonwealth prior to their present assignment. Thev possess an awareness of
the main tenets of the Fair Educational Practices Law, which was given to the Com-
mission to administer in 1956. The printed matter, which had already been prepared
by these schools, contained no violative questions nor stated philosophy at variance with
the practices of the Commission. Three newly formed public, regional, secondary
schools were visited also. Copies of the teaching unit, '"Discrimination—Danger to
Democracv", were distributed to the social studies teachers and its use demonstrated.
Old Schools
Schools in Boston. Lynn. Worcester, Pittsfield and Springfield which have shown in-
terest in the previous vear. were contacted through their respective office of the super-
intendent of schools. Some of the teaching unit, but notably in Boston an additional
one thousand copies were delivered to the senior high schools. The office of the
associate superintendent of curriculiun and educational materials was very helpful in
distributing the booklets in the various high schools. The office relaved the informa-
tion that the units are being used and many teachers have requested that the supply
be continued.
Complaint Data
No cases of discrimination in admission practices and policies at any of the in-
dependent schools, colleges, technical or professional schools were reported for the
year. Admission applications and form letters of several colleges, which were making
slight changes in these foiTu communications, were inspected. No violations were
found.
BONA FTOE OCCUPATIONAL QU.ALIFIC\TIONS
Legislation became effective September 26. 1966 which prescribed that the Commis-
sion under its functions, powers and duties is to give its opinion upon questions sub-
mitted by emplovers, employment agencies and labor unions relative to bona fide
occupational qualifications. Such opinions are to be included in the annual report of
the Commission
In compliance with this proviso the following bona fide occupational qualifications
were granted bv the Commission:
September 30. 1966
Mr. Thomas T. Meagher
Associate Superintendent
Boston School Department
Administration Building
15 Beacon Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02108
Dear Mr. Meagher:
The Board of Superintendents, with the approval of the Boston School Committee,
in planning to establish rated lists, have requested exemptions from the provisions of
Chapter 397 of the Legislative Acts of 1965 for the following positions:
1. Head Master, Trade High School for Girls
2. Guidance Counselor, Trade High School for Girls
3. Guidance Counselor, Boston Trade High School
You state vour position that only a female should qualifv- for the position of Gui-
dance Counselor at Trade High School for Girls since such subjects as Foods. Clothing,
Dressmaking, Power Stitching, Hair Dressing and Nursing are emphasized.
You further state that only a male should qualifv- for the position of Guidance
Counselor at Boston Trade High School where Automobile Mechanics, Baking, Elec-
tronics, Cabinet Making. Machine Shop, Painting. Plumbing. Printing, Sheet Metal
"Working and Welding are the curricula offered.
At a meeting of the Commission, held on 30 September 1966, the members bv
majority vote granted an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legis-
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lative Acts of 1963 for the position of Guidance Counseloi-s at Trade School for Girls
and Boston Trade High School.
The above referenced exemptions permit rated lists to be established on the basis
that sex constitutes a bona fide occupational qualification for the positions.
The members, bv majority vote, ruled that sex is not a bona fide occupational qual-
ification for the position of Head Master, Trade High School for Girls. The exemp
lion, therefore, as requested for this position, was denied.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive SecretaiT
Peter J. Saulis, R. S. October 4, 1966
Director of Public Health
Health Department
Chelmsford, Massachusetts
Dear Mr. Saulis:
You have requested an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legis-
lative Acts of 1965 for the position of permanent intermittent plumbing inspector on
the grounds that there are no female licensed plumbers eligible for the position.
You are hereby notified that on 30 September 1966, at a meeting of the Commission,
the members, by majority vote, granted an exemption for the position of plumbing in-
spector.
The exemption permits you to requisition the Division of Civil Senice for a male
permanent intennittent plumbing inspector.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By \VALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretarv-
Honorable Edward F. Gill October 5, 1966
OflBce of the Mayor
City of "Wobum, Massachusetts
Dear Mayor Gill:
You have requested an exemption from the provisions of the age amendment to the
Fair Practices Law for the position of Building Inspector for the Citv of ^Vobum.
Y'our request includes the setting of an age limitation of from 35 to 55 as an en-
trance into service requirement, on the basis that building inspection requires climbing.
The duties of the position are: to issue building permits, to inspect construction of
all buildings, to enforce building codes, zoning regulations, to inspect and approve
sub-divisions, to make recommendations to the Planning Board and to co-ordina:e
plumbing gas and wire inspections.
To qualif}- the applicant must have had at least ten years experience in :he building
construction business in a supervisor}' capacity.
Medical examinations are given to those applicants who have successfullv passed
the test given by the Division of Civil Service. Those applicants who are not physically
able to climb would be disqualified.
You are hereby notified that an exemption from the provisions of the age amend-
ment to the Fair Practices Law is denied.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretar)'
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Chief Edward L. Burrell October 7, 1966
Central Fire Headquarters
Brockton Fire Department
Brockton. Massachusetts
Dear Chief Burrell:
You have requested an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legis-
lative Acts of 1965 for the position of Electrician, Fire Alarm, in the Brockton Fire
Department.
You specified the duties of the position to include climbing telephone poles using
leg spurs, working on extension ladders, installing hea\y cables both aerial and under-
ground and at times doing pick and shovel work.
On Friday, 7 October 1966, the members of the Commission voted unanimously to
grant an exemption from the provisions of the sex amendment therebv ruling that
sex is a bona fide occupational qualification for the position of Fire Alarm Electrician.
The above exemption permits you to fill the position with a male.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
Bv ^S ALTER H. NOLAN
Exectitive Secretary-
Mayor Lawrence F. Bretta October 7, 1966
Executive Department
Somer\"ille, Massachusetts
Dear Mayor Bretta:
You have requested an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legis-
lative Acts of 1965 for the position of Investigator. Veterans' Senices.
You state that the duties of an Investigator include visits to hospitals and to homes
and places of employment to determine circumstances and conditions.
You further state that on occasions it is necessarv for an Investigator to visit and
enter with authority some premises or locations where a female would hesitate or be
unwilling to check and inquire on the situation.
The Commission believes that the duties of an Investigator, \"eterans' Services is not
too much unlike social service workers in the Department of Public "Welfare who for
the most part are female.
The field personnel of this Commission are frequently called upon to visit and enter
situations described by you in your request and have experienced no difl&culty.
On October 7. 1966 the members of the Commission voted unanimously to deny an
exemption that sex is a bona fide occupational qualification for the position of In-
vestigator, \'eterans' Services, City of Somerville.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
Bv ^VALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretai-\-
Mr. Robert P. Wentworth October 19. 1966
Manager of Placement
H. P. Hood and Sons
500 Rutherford Avenue
Boston. Massachusetts
Dear Mr. "Wentworth:
In your letter dated September 12, 1966 you ask whether, under the laws of this
Commonwealth. H. P. Hood and Sons mav suspend from emplovment female emplovees
after their fourth month of pregnancy and whether the company is under an obligation
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lo rehire such female emplovees after their period of convalescence? The two questions
are considered below.
1. Mav the H. P. Hood and Sons Company maintain a policy of suspending female
emplovees after their fourth month of pregnancy without being in violation of the
laws of this Commonwealth?
During its 1965 session the Legislature of this Commonwealth amended the anti-
discrimination laws to make unlawful certain employment practices which are discrim-
inatorv towards members of the female sex. Chapter 397 of the 1965 Acts and Resolves,
amending subsection 1 of section 4 of chapter 15 IB of the General Laws states that il
shall be unlawful:
"For an employer, by himself or his agent, because of the . . . sex ... of any
individual, to . . . discharge from employment such individual or to discrim-
inate against such individual in compensation or in terms, conditions or
privileges of employment, unless based upon a bona fide occupational qual-
ification."
This Commission is mindful of the fact that there is very little relevant legislative
histon.- to serve as a guide to the intent of the Legislature in this area. Furthermore,
an overly literal interpretation of the prohibition might disrupt longstanding employ-
ment practices without achieving compensatory benefits in progress towards equal
opportunity.
It is the opinion of this Commission that it was not the intention of the Legislature
to interfere with the right of an employer to make a judgment as to when a pregnant
woman can be required to interrupt her emplo\Tnent so long as the exercise of such
judgment is reasonable and not arbitrary and capricious in so far as the interests of the
female employees are concerned.
\Vhether the exercise of such judgment is arbitrary and capricious, of course, de-
pends upon such factors as the nature of the work to be performed and the con-
ditions under which female employees perform their duties. In light of the fact that
many occupations are of such a nature that pregnant female employees are able to
discharge their duties satisfactorily long after the fourth month of pregnancv, it is un-
likely that an industn-wide policy calling for the suspension of pregnant female em-
ployees after they have reached the fourth month of pregnancy which does not
concern itself with the details of the employment, may be an unlawful employment
practice under chapter 15 IB, section 4, of the General Law^s.
2. Must the H. P. Hood and Sons Company place their pregnant female employees
on a leave of absence and guarantee them the same, or a similar job, when they are
ready to return to work?
The Commission does not regard pregnancv as a legitimate reason for terminating
accumulated seniority rights unless male employees of the company are subject to a
similar forfeiture after a period of sustained illness or convalescence. The Commission
is of the opinion that chapter 397 of the Acts and Resolves of 1965—referred to as the
"Sex Amendment"—does not require the H. P. Hood and Sons Company to "'guarantee"
suspended pregnant women the same or similar work. The thrust of the 1965 amend-
ment is that female employees shall, unless a bona fide occupational qualification so
prevents, be given equal treatment as the male employees. Because you do not state
in your letter w^hat the company policy is regarding male employees who have been
absent because of an extended illness, it is impossible to specifically answer your ques-
tions as to the rights of suspended female employees. If under your employment policy
they are substantially treated the same as male employees, such policy is not prohibited
by the laws of this Commonwealth.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
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Robert E. Rudolph, Traffic Director October 31, 1966
Department of Traffic and Parking
57 Inman Street
Cambridge. Massachusetts 02139
Dear Mr. Rudolph:
Vou have requested an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legis-
lative Acts of 1965 for the position of Junior Clerk Typist-Counter in the Cambridge
Department of Traffic and Parking.
You state that the position requires in addition to general office work, that the
emplovee take traffic counts. The traffic counts are made at various hours between
6:30 A.M. and 9:00 P.M.
Because of these hours and the fact that the employee may be required to work
alone you relate as the reasons for your request to fill the position with a male.
On October 21, 1966 a majority of the members voted to deny granting an exemp-
tion for the position of Junior Clerk Typist-Counter and ruled that sex was not a
bona fide occupational qualification for the position. Females could perform the
duties required.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By ^VALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
J. William Belanger, Director November 23. 1966
Division of Emplovment Security
881 Commonwealth Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts 02133
Re: Position No. 0189
Dear Mr. Belanger:
You have requested an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legis-
lative Acts of 1965 for the position of Employment Service Supervisor in the Farm
Placement and Civil Defense Department of your Division.
In your request you have incorporated the duties of the position as follows:
"The duties of this position involve the processing of Puerto Rican farm
labor, meeting planes and selecting and directing incoming Puerto Ricans to
farm employers in the Commonwealth, visiting farms to inspect living quarters
of farm workers, visiting farm employers to make wage surveys, check on
adequacy and quality of domestic workers being referred by local offices, very
often having to seek the farm employer out in the fields or in the bogs, attend-
ing meetings of farm employers, sometimes in the height of harvesting activ-
ities, and transporting farm workers from one farm to another. Occasionally,
the duties involve supervising recruiting activities from a Division of Employ-
ment Security trailer located in a remote section of a town or village."
The Commission has investigated another agency interested in the farm labor
situation, the Commonwealth Service Corps, and find that their female personnel are
required to perform duties similar to those described by you supra and who perform
these duties unaccompanied by others.
On November 21, 1966, at a regular meeting of the Commission, the members voted
unanimously to deny the granting of an exemption that sex is a bona fide occupational
qualification for the position of Employment Service Supervisor in the Farm Placement
and Civil Defense Department.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
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Joseph F. McCormack, Chairman November 23, 1966
Massachusetts Parole Board
State House Building, Government Center
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02202
Dear Mr. McCormack:
You have submitted a request to the Commission to grant an exemption from the
provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legislative Acts of 1965 for the position of Correction
Social Worker to restrict applicants to males.
Your request included the following statement regarding the duties of this position:
"A Correction Social Worker in the employ of the Parole Board is responsible
for the compilation of parole summaries which are used by the Parole Board
in its deliberations relative to the release of inmates and by the Field Parole
Division as a guide in the discharge of its supervisory functions. In addition,
the Social Worker must familiarize himself with the duties and responsibilities
of the Institutional Parole Officer and the Field Parole Officer and have an
accurate working knowledge of the operations and functions of the personnel
in the central office of the Parole Board as he will often be called upon to
assume the complete management of the Institutional Parole Office in the
absence of the Institutional Parole Officer.
In order to execute these duties the Social Worker must have personal con-
tact with inmates and employees of the Institution. Because of the nature of
this work the Institutional Parole Officer and the Social Worker are not re-
stricted to custodially supervised interview rooms and are free to circulate
throughout the Institution. Obviously only a male may do this in a prison
populated by male offenders. In Walpole, for example, it is necessary for both
the Institutional Parole Officer and the Social Workers to go into sections of
the Institution into which unescorted females may not enter. Furthermore
such contacts are not always made on a pre-arranged formal basis but fre-
quently occur by chance in corridors, shops, cell blocks, etc.
In addition to intramural activities the Social Worker is also called upon to
perform functions such as transporting a male parolee from a prison to a
travel facility, to a hospital experimental clinic, or occasionally to his home,
etc."
At a meeting held on November 21, 1966 the members concurred with your reasons
and voted unanimously to grant the exemption on the grounds that sex in a bona fide
occupational qualification for the position of Correction Social Worker.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
Edmund J. Toomey, Acting Commissioner November 29, 1966
Department of Public Works
City of New Bedford
Massachusetts
Dear Mr. Toomey:
You have requested an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legis-
lative Acts of 1965 for the position of Junior Clerk and Typist to be employed
principally at the Municipal Garage and at the City Yard.
You list the duties of the position as follows:
"Typing trucking sheets, auto stock sheets, accident reports and other related
reports. Answering the telephone, assisting the storekeeper in the receiving and
disbursement of stock and to perform the duties of the storekeeper in his
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absence if called upon. Timekeeping for the personnel at the Municipal
Garage, which is under the control of the Department of Public ^Vorks, and
to perform field timekeeping in the absence of the regular Time and Con-
struction Clerk or in times of emergency, if called upon. Operating two-way
radio at the City Yard and the City Yard truck scale in the absence of the
regular clerks or in times of emergency, such as hurricanes or snow storms."
In furthering your request to hire a male only you offer the following reasons:
"In the absence of the storekeeper while on vacation or on sick leave, part of
the duties will be in issuing automotive parts to the mechanics. This involves
handling truck tires, and various automotive parts, some of which are in my
opinion too heavv for a female. In the absence of the Field Timekeeper due to
vacation or sick leave, it will be necessan- for the clerk to drive to the various
construction crews throughout the city checking the time of the personnel.
This would also hold true in times of emergency, such as snow and ice storms,
hurricanes, etc."
The Division of Civil Service has no record of the duties of this position as described
by you. The records at the Division of Civil Service reveal general specifications for
the position and could be performed by either a male or female.
On 21 November 1966 the members voted unanimously to deny your request for
an exemption that sex constitutes a bona fide occupational qualification for the position
of Junior Clerk and Typist in the New Bedford Department of Public AVorks.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By ^S ALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
Romayne F. McKenna, M.D., M.P.H. November 30, 1966
Health Commissioner
Office of the Board of Health
Fall River, Massachusetts
Dear Dr. McKenna:
You have submitted a request to this Commission to grant an exemption from the
provisions of Chapter 397 of the Legislative Acts of 1965 for the position of Assistant
Inspector of Foods so that you may appoint a male to fill the position.
You state that the duties of the position are as follows:
"To inspect foodstuffs and establishments handling, preparing, manufacturing,
or oflFering for sale any kinds of foodstuffs in order to detect any evidence of
violations and to enforce compliance with the provisions of the statutes and
regulations pertaining to food and food establishments; to submit detailed
activities reports, as requested; and to perform any related duties as requested.
The apointee must have the use of a motor vehicle, by ownership or otherwise,
to be used in the perfonnance of the duties."
You list the following as qualifications for the positions:
"A knowledge of the laws, rules and regulations pertaining to this position, as
well as a knowledge of sanitan- practices relating to public health service
aspects of environmental sanitation as applicable to this position."
On 21 November 1966 the members voted unanimously to deny the request for an
exemption.
The duties and qualifications for the position are applicable to work performance by
either a male or female.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By \VALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
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Roger G. Osterheld, M.D. December 30, 1966
Superintendent
Department of Mental Health
Monson State Hospital
Palmer, Massachusetts 01069
Dear Dr. Osterheld:
Your request to obtain an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Acts
of 1965 for the position of Home Matron in the Monson State Hospital has been sub-
mitted to the Commission for their study.
Investigation revealed that Home Matrons are employed in the Children's Colony,
Female Nurses Home and the Male Attendant's Home.
Further infomiation furnished the members of the Commission revealed that at no
time have any of the Home Matrons been called upon to cover the assignment of
another in each of the three areas.
In order to avoid the possibility of endangering the safety of the female employees
in the Children's Colony and the Female Nurses Home the members on 16 December
1966 voted unanimously to grant an exemption from the sex amendment to the Fair
Employment Practice section of the law for the position of Home Matron in these
two areas.
On the same date, the members voted unanimously to deny the exemption restrict-
ing the position to females in the Male Attendant's Home.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
Honorable James R. Mclntyre December 30, 1966
Mayor, City of Quincy
Quincy, Massachusetts
Dear Mayor Mclntyre:
Your request to be granted an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the
Legislative Acts of 1965, for the position of Clerk-Typist in the Quincy Fire Depart-
ment has been submitted to the Commission for its study.
Your request for the exemption includes the following reasons:
1. The position has been filled by males only during the past twenty years.
2. There are no rest room nor toilet facilities for a female in the building presently
housing the department.
3. To provide toilet facilities and/or rest room would mean the expenditure of
a considerable sum of money.
4. The alleged anticipated problem of one female working in a building with
150 males.
The Commission has received similar requests for exemption from another Fire
Department based on the same reasoning. The Commission in that instance did not
grant the exemption.
A female was hired and has been employed for the past year with no untoward
incident having arisen.
The question to be resolved by the Commission by law is to determine whether or
not sex constitutes a bona fide occupational qualification for the job.
The specifications and duties of the position of Clerk-Typist are such that a person
of either sex may perform them.
The request for an exemption to restrict the position of Clerk-Typist in the Quincy
Fire Department to males was denied by unanimous vote on 16 December 1966.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
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Alfred L. Frechette, M.D. December 30, 1966
Commissioner
Department of Public Health
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133
Dear Commissioner Frechette:
Your request to establish a maximum entrance age limit of 55 years for the position
of Senior Air Pollution Control, Division of Sanitary Engineering, was submitted to
the members for a ruling that age constitutes a bona fide occupational qualification
for this position.
The reasons for your request as outlined by you include the following:
1. "The men are required to gain access to roof tops at a number of different ob-
servation stations for the purpose of observing smoke. This frequently requires the
climbing of several flights of stairs and in some instances involves the climbing of
ladders.
2. In many of the observation stations it is not possible to carry out the duties of
the office indoors but rather the inspector must stand on the roof exposed to the
weather.
3. Conditions in many boiler rooms, the inspection of which is required by the duties
of the position, tend to be quite hot at times. In wintertime this may expose the
employees to sudden and repeated substantial changes in temperature exposure.
4. The duties of the position require, from time to time, the servicing of air samp-
ling equipment which may be located on roofs or on utility poles and may necessitate
the climbing of ladders. It may be necessary to lift, carry, or hoist sampling equip-
ment and shelters."
The members of the Commission agree that the duties of the position and the
stresses on the individual to accomplish these duties warrant a ruling that age is a
bona fide occupational qualification.
On 16 December 1966 the members so ruled.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
John J. Carroll, M.D. December 30. 1966
Superintendent
Massachusetts Hospital School
Canton, Massachusetts 02021
Dear Dr. Carroll:
Your request to be granted an exemption from the provisions of the sex amendment,
Chapter 397 of the Acts of 1965, for the position of X-ray Technician has been under
study by the Commission.
You state that because the position requires working with young female and male
children, only a female should be employed.
The members concur and on 16 December 1966 a unanimous vote was given to
grant an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the Acts of 1965 for one
position of X-ray Technician at the school.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
J By i WALTER H. NOLAN
,
Executive Secretary
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Walter Silveiia, Chairman December 30, 1966
Oflice of Sclecimen
Town of Fairhavcn
Massachusetts
Dear Mr. Silveira:
You have requestid an exemption from the provisions of Chapter 397 of the legisla-
tive Acts of 1965 for the position of patrolman in the Fairhaven Police Department.
You have declared that there is one position you wish to fill the duties of which will
require the person selected to work day or night whenever necessary to assist the
regular men of the department or to work when the regular patrolmen are not avail-
able. At times the person called upon would be required to work through the night.
The members of the Commission are of the opinion that sex is a bona fide occupa-
tional qualification for the position of patrolman.
On 16 December 1966 the members, by unanimous vote, so ruled.
MASSACHUSETTS COMMISSION AGAINST
DISCRIMINATION
By WALTER H. NOLAN
Executive Secretary
COMMUNITY RELATIONS DIVISION
The functions and duties of the Community Relations Division are dual in nature,
concentrating in the equally important areas of community relations and public rela-
tions. In some activities the line of demarcation between the two areas is so fine it is
indiscernible.
During 1966 the Community Relations Division engaged in a number of projects
which substantially enhanced the image and attained greater awareness by the public
of the existence, operation and effectiveness of the Commission. Notable in the ac-
complishing of this posture has been the performance of several activities conducive to
accentuating the desired climate.
A number of radio broadcasts were made throughout the state upon subject matter
geared to engender interest in the Commission and provoke victims of discrimination to
initiate complaints in an effort to obtain redress and protect their rights. Most of these
broadcasts were the citizen-participation type, which afforded opportunity for inter-
ested persons to receive on the spot advice concerning problems confronting the callers
or counsel concerning the available services to aid in eliminating acts of discrimination
experienced.
Conferences were held with the editors and feature reporters of their selection of the
major newspapers in order that the newspapers might assist the Commission to convey
information and describe the rights and protection available under the law to the
citizenry. This resulted in improved relations between the press and the Commission
and the publishing of a number of articles which obtained favorable reaction and
proved beneficial to the general public.
At the request of an advisory council, extensive and detailed plans were made to
obtain a police training program for a city in the western part of the state. The pro-
gram was stalemated, because there appeared to be no available funding to pay the
police officers overtime, while receiving the offered training which would be given after
regular duty hours.
The aid of a local university has been solicited and action is being taken to over-
come obstacles so that the training program can be conducted.
A significant innovation in 1966 was the conducting of seminars at the Boston Police
Department Training School and the Springfield Police Academy for recruits. This
provided the Commission the opportunity to instruct the graduating classes with ref-
erence to the laws against discrimination, the problems inherent in the pertinent area
and the proper course of action to be employed.
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A very rewarding project was that wherein a large suburban school arranged an all-
day program so that the junior and senior class students could receive a lecture with
reference to the laws against discrimination, present their views and ask questions.
Adjunctly, all the social sciences teachers participated in a seminar after the termina-
tion of classes.
The Community Relations Division was instrumental in the presentation of the
Commission position with regard to bills pending before the various legislative com-
mittees. Much of the Commission success in obtaining sustention of its position and
acquiring support of the Legislature can be attributed to the clearly detailed presenta-
tion made for the Commission position.
Other activities are incorporated into other sections of this report.
RESEARCH DIVISION
The program of the Division was re-evaluated in 1966 in order to establish greater
correlation bet^seen budgetary limitations and planned program. The proposed pro-
gram formulated shortly after the Division was established was found shortly to be
overly ambitious. The program was retrenched to include more realistic target dates
and objectives and directed to accomplish the compilation of data and information for
utilization by the Commission and use as staflE reference.
The compilation of the opinion survey of civil rights organization officials and repre-
sentatives consumed much time in tabulation and analysis. It is proffered in another
section of this report.
The MCAD, vitally interested in obtaining uncontroverted data with reference to
the experiences of complainants and respondents in conciliated complaints or those in
which an order was issued after a public hearing, designed a standardized follow-up
procedure and program to establish the community effects of non-whites moving into
areas from which they were previously excluded. This program, although initiated in
1966, will not be completed within the reporting period.
All matters filed with the Commission, since its inception in 1946, were re-audited
to insure uniformity and accuracy in reporting procedure.
Purpose OPINION SURVEY: MCAD
The Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination, mindful of the fact that its
operation is in an area of numerous conflicts fraught with emotions, voted unanimously
to have its director of research conduct a survey. The objective was to determine the
specific knowledge possessed by the segment of society regarded as most highly oriented
to civil rights and to the duties, powers and functions of the Commission. A portion
of the survey was devoted to obtaining the opinions of those questioned regarding the
Commission performance. Begun in 1965, the survey was reported in 1966 after being
computed and evaluated.
Methodology
The Research Division prepared a questionnaire containing 27 items. All Massa-
chusetts voluntary organizations, whose primary focus of activity is civil rights, were
requested to supply a list of names of staff members, elected officers and board mem-
bers. There were 18 such organizations. Since funds were not available to allow for
personal interviewing of these people, the questionnaire was sent to a stratified random
sample of 212 civil rights leaders, and 119 usable questionnaires were returned by the
cut-off date for the study. The completed questionnaires were then coded, punched on
IBM cards, tabluated and used to test a number of hypotheses.
Principal Findings
The Commission is fairly well run—52%.
The performance of the Commission will improve—66%.
Those answering would suggest the MCAD for assistance in cases of discrimina-
tion—90%.
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The lack of public awareness hampers the work of the MCAD—88%.
The Commission lacks the political support it needs—50%.
Whites are indifferent to the MCAD—62%.
Jews are favorable to the MCAD—50%.
Real Estate men are unfavorable to the MCAD—61%.
Additional Findings
There was disunity as to any definite program for strengthening MCAD. Lack of
knowledge of the MCAD and the laws it administers averaged 37% for the entire cate-
gory.
Captious critics possessed less direct contact and knowledge about the Commission
powers, functions and duties than supporters as revealed by the following statistics:
Have not seen Commission literature—55%.
Do not know office location—63%.
Have had no formal or informal dealings with Commission—33%.
Other findings were:
Agreement that MCAD has the legal powers to function effectively, but the necessary
political support is lacking.
Agreement that better law enforcement has priority as the best method of solving
civil rights problems in Massachusetts. Then in order of priority came direct action
(public demonstrations, etc.), increased public information, more political activity and
new legislation.
The survey disclosed that the unstructured nature of many voluntary organizations,
engaged in civil rights work, hampers close liaison with the MCAD, as a professional,
governmental agency with limited staff and funds.
Implications
The obvious implication of unfamiliarity of remedial laws among an elite group in
leadership positions is even greater unfamiliarity with these laws among the rank-in-
file, and even more so among the public-at-large. It is undoubtedly incumbent on the
Commission, hopefully in cooperation with the community organizations directly con-
cerned, to develop informational programs advising minority groups of their rights
and privileges under the state anti-discrimination laws and publicizing, even dramatiz-
ing the benefiLs (housing accommodations, jobs and other opportunities) obtainable
through Commission procedures. Many of those interviewed emphasized that the
Commission's effectiveness is markedly diminished by lack of public awareness of its
existence, purpose and functions.
The task is clear. The entire community, government and private sectors together,
has no alternative to that of making the orderly legal processes work.
TRANSPORTATION STUDY
The Commission completed a study of transportation employment patterns and
practices in 1966. This study was made possible by a federal grant through the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission and conducted with the advice and counsel of
Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan, faculty. Because the transportation industry
employs many thousands a sample was used in this study comprising 33,255 employees.
The key companies in the industry were the ones selected.
Who was Surveyed
The railroads, airlines, other public transportation, trucking companies and taxicab
companies were the specific areas studied. Also, twenty-five of the more than two
hundred unions, which have bargaining agreements with the transportation companies
were surveyed.
Method Used in Study
A questionnaire was composed of forty-six multiple questions which was used as a
guideline to obtain the information. Data was acquired by the direct contact, per-
sonal interview means. The testimony was recorded as received from principal officials
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relative to the employment policies and practices of their companies. This testimony
was analyzed, as was that given by union officials who answered questions concerning
union practices, agreement provisions and union experiences with the employers.
Findings
Xon-white applicants will only make application for employment to most of these
employers after the present historical reputation, that non-whites are not wanted, is
overcome; In Massachusetts the preponderance of the Negro work force is not college
educated. The public schools in Boston, which educate a majority of the Negroes in
Massachusetts, do not adequately prepare Negroes for jobs at a rate to be expected in
a large city school system with great capacities for specialization;
The railroad industry although in a phase of declination, remains almost totally
segregated with non-whites employed in the traditionally menial jobs;
The trucking industry- with a few exceptions is alarmingly poor in employment
pattern and policy;
In publicly owned bus and transit lines less than one percent of the work force is
non-white and this percentage except for a few rare exceptions in blue collar jobs;
The air transportation companies are better than all of the others and are tr\ing to
improve through affirmative action;
Forty percent of the companies hire through union halls for day to day workers, but
no company has ever checked to see that equal opportunity is being practiced by the
unions;
Only seven of the companies have actually recruited Negroes in their community;
The unions have made no discernible contribution to the affirmative action program
of the equal employment policy of the companies; and
Twelve of the companies had no knowledge of the existence of the Massachusetts
Commission Against Discrimination.
Summation
The study showed further that some companies claimed that Negroes never applied.
Location was a reason in some instances. In other instances Negroes did not feel they
were welcome. Some employers claim they have a non-discriminator\- policy, but admit
they would hire Negroes only in unskilled jobs while claiming there are no jobs Ne-
groes would have trouble filling. These companies except for the airlines have in-
stituted no program or plan to covercome the negative image of their employment
policies which exists in the Negro community.
Recommendations
The report recommended that since nearly all the Negroes hired are for non-white
collar jobs, it is important to correct current policy in upgrading. This can be done
by follow-up after the individual is hired to assure that the individual knows he can
apply and be accepted if qualified for any position in the company. Essential to any
program of equal opportunity is affirmative action. There must be check back by all
companies even those with an equal emplo\Tiient opportunity program to ascertain
that the program and policy of the company is being properly executed. Also, there
must be programs to change company image and reputation and a complete new ap-
proach to the recruitment of employees to include the initiation of the necessary prac-
tices that will produce Negro applicants.
STATISTICAL SUMMARY
There was an increase of ten percent in the volume of matters filed with the Com-
mission in 1966 over the previous year. An examination of the following statistics
discloses a significant increase in the number of individually filed complaints alleging
sex and age discrimination. These are two areas in which persons, discriminated
against in employment in violation of the law, are just beginning to seek the services
of the MCAD. They are also areas in which there have been some of the most flagrant
violations.
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Type of Complaint, Case & Basis of Charge
1966
Commissiofi Individual
Basis Complaints Investigations Complaints Total
1\ 0, rCl. Kir, rCl. iV (J. iV u. rCl.
Race & Color 15 2.2 14 1.9 202 28.6 231 32.7
Religious Creed 1 .1 5 .7 8 1.1 14 2
National Origin 1 .1 2 .2 10 1.4 13 1.8
Age 335 47.5 3 .4 10 1.4 348 49.3
Sex 5 .7 1 .1 94 13.3 100 14.1
TOTAL 357 50.7 25 3.3 324 45.8 706 100%
Percentages rounded to nearest tenth.
COMPLAINTS FILED 1966
Commission Individual Total
Complaints Investigations
No. Pet. No. Pet. No. Pet. No. Pet
Employment 344 48.7 10 1.4 178 25.3 532 75.4
Private Housing 9 1.3 4 .6 129 18.3 142 20.2
Public Housing 1 .1 2 .3 1 .1 4 .5
Public
Accommodations 3 .4 9 1.2 15 2.2 27 3.8
Fair Education 1 .1 1 .1
TOTAL 357 50.5 25 3.6 324 45.9 706 100%
Percentages rounded to nearest tenth.
DISPOSITION OF CASES CLOSED BY COMMISSION
January 1,
Employment
Final Order
Cease & Desist 52
No Cause
Conciliated 323
Lack of Probable
Cause 58
Lack of Jurisdiction 28
Withdrawn 3
Judicial Review
TOTAL 464
1966 TO December 31, 1966
Public
Private Public Accommo-
Housing Housing dations
85
38
4
1
1
133
10
8
2
20
Fair
Education
1
I
2
Total
56
419
105
33
6
I
620
59
COMPLAINTS OF ALLEGED DISCRIMINATION FILED 1966
Emplo\ment
Xo. ' Pet.
Priva te
Housing
Xo. Pet.
Publie
Housing
Xo. Pet.
Public
Aceommo-
dation
Xo. Pet.
r atT
Education
Xo. Pet.
Total
Xo. Pet.
66 ^ 6 13S 19.5 4 .5 22 3 1 .1 231 32.7
Religious Creai S 1.1 1 .1 5 .7 14 2
National Origin 10 1.4 3 .4 13 1.8
Age 34S 49.3 34S 49.3
Sex 100 14.1 100 14.1
Total 532 75.5 *142 20 4 .5 27 3.7 1 .1 706 100
' Includes 4 commission initiated investigations.
Percentages rounded to nearest tenth.
CLOSED CASES
CUMULATIVE NOVEMBER ][0. 1946-DECEMBER 3L 1966)
Public
Employ- Private Public Accommo- Fair
Disposition ment Housing Housing dations Education * Other Total
Final Order 56 19 3 78
After Investigation
and Conference
(Conciliated) 3550 479 11 26S 17 33 4358
Lack of Probable Cause 1011 230 S 153 14 33 1449
Lack of Jurisdiction 102 35 14 1 1 153
"Withdrawn 99 21 I 11 2 134
TOTAL 4SI7 783 20 448 34 67 617(1
* Complaints filed by Commission in areas of questionable jurisdicnon.
CASES PENDING—CURRENT REPORT YEAR
UNDER INVESTIGATION AND OR HELD OPEN EOR COMPLIANCE
Employment 198
Private Housing *44
Public Housing 4
Public Accommodations 8
Fair Education 2
TOTAL 256
* One marter referred to State Supreme Court.
TOTAL COMPL.\INTS AND INVESTIGATIONS
NOVEMBER 10. 1946-DECEMBER 31,. 1966
Closed 6170
Open 256
Investigations Transferred
to Formal Complaints 11
TOTAL 6437
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COMPARATIVE PRIVATE HOUSING CASE STATISTICS
(Formal Complaints Only)
December 31, 1966
1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 Total
Number:
Ni
Complaints filed: 12 24 69 81 57 107 102 134 138 724
Closed after investigation
and conference
(conciliated) 2 11 47 58 23 56 54 94 83 428
Dismissed: 10 13 22 21 28 25 30 28 43 220
Pending close of year: 2 6 38 9 36 32 123
'ype of Charge*
ercentage:
Complaints based on color: 100% 96% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 95% 94%
Based on Religion: 0% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3%
* Differences involve cases based on national orign.
Settlement
umber:
Settled by Conciliation: 2 11 47 58 23 56 54 94 83 428
Reach Public Hearing 1 1 2 3 6 6 5 24
Reach Court Action** 3 3 8 12 30 17 73
Complainants got the accom-
modations at issue: 1 2 6 10 8 7 23 20 14 91
Got a comparable unit 2 4 2 2 2 2 25
Offered but refused the unit
at issue or a comparable one 1 4 17 26 7 36 26 33 38 188
** Includes injunctions sought, consent decrees, and oases continuing to judicial review.
Dismissals
Complaint not substantiated: 1 8 18 13 18 14 37 37 40 186
Not covered by law: 7 5 2 4 8 1 5 2 3 37
Dropped by complainant: 2 2 4 2 2 3 1 16
NOTE : Commission, voted investigations are not included in this chart.
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COMPLAINTS FILED—1966
TOTAL
BOSTON
^ NEW
BEDFORD
IJQ SPRINGFIELD
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CASES FILED (1960-1966): TOTAL, EMPLOYMENT, PRIVATE HOUSING
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PUBLIC HOUSING SURVEY STATISTICS
One of the areas over which the Commission has purview is that pertaining to
public housing accommodations. To ascertain compliance with the Law the Commis-
sion reviews annually the tenant selection procedures for each of the twenty-seven
public housing authorities throughout the Commonwealth, and in this way exercises
the maximum measures to insure equal opportunity for public housing for every
citizen regardless of race, color, creed or religion.
Part of the review entails a census of the non-white families in occupancy in the
developments under the jurisdiction of the authorities.
This year's statistics, reproduced hereinafter, cite the number of non-white families
in occupancy as of December 31, 1966 as compared with the three previous years.
Because there has been considerable controversy, misinformation and misstatement
of the facts the tenant selection procedures employed by the Boston Housing Authority
are listed as follows prior to the presentation of statistics:
BOSTON HOUSING AUTHORITY TENANT SELECTION PROCEDURE
1. Filing of application;
2. Check for residency requirement and former tenancy;
a. The residency requirement for occupancy in the Boston Housing Authority
units is now 1 year;
3. Verification of employer. Probation Board and references;
4. Investigation:
a. a home visit is made to determine the extent of housing need, this includes:
i. Location,
ii. Condition of structure,
iii. Facilities,
iv. Health,
v. Rent;
(The score for need is based on the above including housekeeping and personal
characteristics.)
5. Final review:
a. A summarization is made of all the above information,
b. A determination of eligibility is made,
i. A notice is sent to the applicant if he or she is deemed ineligible;
6. Housing need score:
a. The housing need score is based on the above and applied by a scoring
clerk who has this specific duty;
7. The applicant is then placed in the eligible for assignment file;
8. A pre-assignment interview:
a. This pre-assignment interview is given to all eligible applicants. At this
time attempts are made to convince the applicants to move to various
projects in order that a more balanced integrated project can be obtained;
9. Order of preference:
a. Displaced families—these are families who have been displaced by disaster,
site tenants, etc.,
b. Disabled veteran,
c. Family of deceased veteran,
d. Veteran,
e. Others;
10. If an assignment is made and the applicant refuses, he is then dropped to last
position in his category. If the reason he poses is sufi&cient to warrant refusal
then the applicant is not penalized.
NOTE: Applications are filed by Rent Categories. There are two groups of categories
—one group is a monthly of $57.00 or less the other is $57.00 or more within
the rent range limitations.
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BOSTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program
Broadway
Camden Street
Commonwealth
Faneuil
Fairmont
Archdale
Orient Heights
Gallivan Boulevard
Franklin Field
South Street
Total
Federal Program
Charlestown
Mission Hill
Lenox Street
Orchard Park
South End
Heath Street
East Boston
Franklin Hill Avenue
Whittier Street
Washington & Beach Sts.
Mission Hill Extension
Bromley Park
Columbia Point
Mary E. McCormack
Old Colony
Total
Housing for the Elderly
State Program
Bickford Street
Jamaica Pond
Annapolis
Ashmont
Elm Hill
Franklin Field
William J. Foley
Washington
Total
No. of Units
972
72
648
258
202
288
354
251
504
132
No. of Non-White Families
3,681
1,149
1,023
306
774
558
420
414
375
200
274
588
732
1304
1,016
873
10,206
No. of Units
64
44
56
54
86
160
96
82
642
1963 1964 1965 1966
15 19 23 51
72 72 72 71
17 19 26 35
3 3 12 25
4 7
4 7 17 33
2 6 9 14
1 2 11 18
19 26 55 100
1 7 15
133 155 259 369
5 5 10 40
6 O 1 Q1yi
9QQ 0U4
ZD/ 10 K\ A. ODo
A/ oUo OUD
4.0 yu loo 1 fi9104
rtU KD 1 n 1 n
1 alo 9Q00 a 1
192 193 193 190
3 3 15 22
518 531 524 502
240 302 332 387
285 391 451 528
10 19
18 29
2,261 2,616 2,904 3,184
No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
QO 8 6 8
2
1 1 2 6
U 2
14 17 20 21
2 11 13 16
1 1 9 2
5 6
26 38 48 63
ARLINGTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Menotomy Manor 176 2 2
Drake Village (Elderly) 72
Total 248 2 2
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BARNSTABLE HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
General Patlon 40 11 13 14 15
BROCKTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Roosevelt Heights 124 9 7 16 16
Washburn Heights 50 3
Total 174 9 7 16 19
Feder-al Program
Hillside Village 100 9 15 24 28
Housing for the Elderly
Golden Circle 46 1 I
Rainbow Terrace 64 1 1 1
Kennedy Drive 120
Blair and Earle Streets 100
Total 330 1 2 2
BROOKLINE HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Egmont Street 114 1 2 1
High Street 177 2 2 2
Marion Street (Elderly) 60
Total 291 3 4 3
Federal Program
Walnut Street 100 2 1 2 2
CAMBRIDGE HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Woodrow Wilson Court 69 3 4 3 3
Jefferson Park 109 7 6 7 7
Lincoln Way 60 3 4 5 7
Roosevelt Towers 228 23 25 24 26
Jackson Gardens 46 1 1 1 1
Jefferson Park Extension 200 11 16 17 31
Total 712 48 56 57 75
ederal Program
Washington Elms 324 51 56 62 63
General Putnam Gardens 123 44 44 45 46
Newtowne Court 294 21 23 31 34
John Corcoran Park 152 5 4 5 5
John F. Kennedy Apartments 88 2 3 2
Total 981 121 129 146 150
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CHELSEA HOUSING AUTHORm'
State Procilxm Xo. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
346 1
Federal Program 200 1 4 3 3
E\TRETT HOUSING AUTHORITY'
State Prcx;r.\m Xo. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Corbett Hill 268 17 17 17 18
\VmLhrop Road 60 2 2 2 2
Cherrv Street 64 3 3 3 3
Golden Age Circle (Elderly) 40
Proctor Road Elderly) 120 1 1 1 1
Total 552 23 23 0^
FALMOUTH HOUSING AUTHORITY'
State Procr.\m Xo. of Unin Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Amvers Avenue 50 2 3 3 4
FedeR-al Program
Housing for the Elderly
Salt Sea—Mavflower 54 1111
FR-\M1NGHAM HOUSING AL'THORITY
State Progr.\m Xo. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Concord Street 110 2
St. Lo Road 75
Arsenal Road 80 1 I
Arsenal Road 80
Oran Road 25 1
Everett Avenue 40
Total 410 1 2 3
Feder-\l Progr-\m
Beaver Street 125 2 1 2
Housing for the Elderly
Arsenal Road 25 2 3 Demolished
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HOLYOKE HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Beaudoin Village 219 4 2 10 17
Minnie R. Dwight Village 42
Edwin A. Seibel Apartments U U A\J u
Total 301 4 2 10 17
EDERAL Program
Jackson Parkway 219 2 2 3 11
Lyman Terrace 167 16 6 6 11
Henry Toepfcrt Apartments ifo 94. OA
Total 19 40 fi4. iX)
lOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY
John J. Zeilinsky Apartments Kyi U u
AU AU
P. A. Coughlin Apartments 55
Beaudry Boucher Apartments 31 1 1 1 1
Van Guard 59
Total 209 1 1 1 1
LAWRENCE HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Stadium Courts 256 3 2 2 2
Hancock Courts 195 9 12 21 52
Total 451 12 14 23 54
EDERAL Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Merrimack Courts 292 2 4 5 8
Beacon Courts 208 4 3 8 15
Total 500 6 7 13 23
[OUSING FOR THE ELDERLY
Rev. James O'Reilly 83
Rev. C. Bertrand Bower 24
Msgr. Edmond D. Daly 30
Salem and Blanchard Streets 160
Union Street 76
Total 373
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LOWELL HOUSING AUTHORITY
STi»TE Program No. of Units No. of Non- White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Gorham Street 292 5 5 12 16
Lakeview Avenue 12
Aiken Street 20
Ck)ncor<i Street 16
Hale Street 15
Total 355 5
—
5
—
12
—
16
EDERAL Program
North Common Village 536 2 2 3 1
Chelmsford Street 165
Bishop Markham Village 372 6 6 9 10
Total 1,073 8 8 12 11
MALDEN HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Springdale Street 24 1 1 3 4
Sylvan Street 38 2 2 2 2
Roland Graham 103 5 11 11 12
Veterans, Linden Street 220 4 5 10
Sylvan Street (Elderly) 141
Total 526 8 18 21 28
Federal Program
Bryant Street 250 3 14 11 15
MEDFORD HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Riverside Avenue 230 3 1 2 5
Walkling Court 80 — — —
Total 310
Federal Program
Willis Avenue 150
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NE^V BEDFORD HOUSING AUTHORITY
State PRC)r.R.\M No. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Parkdale 100 4 3 5 8
Blue Meadows 150 15 14 14 11
Nashniont 80 1 1 1
Crestvic\\-\\'csi\\ood (Elderly) 75 1 1 2 2
Total 405 20 19 22 22
EDERAL Program
Bay \'illage 200 163 167 171 173
Presidential Heights 200 2 3 4
Brickenwood 300 15 15 15 13
Westlawn 200 49 51 56 64
TOT.\L 900 229 235 245 254
PITTSFIELD HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program No. of Units No. of Non- White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Wilson Park 126 2 4
Francis Plaza (^Elderly) 40 1 1 1 1
^Vahconah Heights (Elderly) 68 1
Total 234 1 1 3 6
Federal Progr.\m
Victory Hill 99 Oil Demolished
PLYMOUTH HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Progr.\m No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Olmstead Terrace and Standish Court 40 3 3 3 3
Castle Hill (Elderly) 50 4 2 2 2
Total 90 7 5 5 5
REVERE HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Progr.\m No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Gold Star Mothers Memorial 286
Proctor Avenue (Elderly) 20
Garfield and Eliot (Elderly) 46
Cushraan Avenue (Elderly) 16
TOT.\L 368
EDERAL Program
Rose Street (20 units Elderly) 100
Cooledge Street (30 units Elderly) 50
Total 150
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SOMERVILLE HOUSING AUTHORITY'
TATE PrOGR.\M No. of Units No. of Non- White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Mystic River 240 2
Clarendon Hill 216
Capon Court 64 1 1 1
James J. Corbett (Elderly) 100
— — —
Total 620 3 1 1 1
eder.\l Progr.\m
Mvstic View 216 1 1 2 3
Highland Garden 42
Prospect Hill Towers 100 1 1 1 1
TOT.AL 358 2 9 4
SPRINGFIELD HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Progil\m No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Reed Village 200 35 61 71 83
Robinson Gardens 136 11 17 21 13
Duggan Park 196 21 21 16 32
Carpe Diem (Elderly) 75
Harr\- P. Hogan (Apartments Elderly) 32
Forest Park Manor (Elderly) 116 3 3 9
Orchard Manor (Elderly) 40
Total 795 69 102 111 130
EDERAL Program
River\'iew 348 34 252 211 281
Riverview (Elderly) 40 4 6 6
Total 388 34 256 217 287
TAUNTON HOUSING AUTHORITY'
State Progr.\m No. of Units No. of Non-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Riverside Apartments 102 18 15 12 12
Highland Heights 40 3 4 5 2
Total 142 21 19 17 14
EDER.\L PrOGR.\M
Fairfax Gardens 150 14 14 15 18
Hillcrest Terrace (Elderly) 24 I 1 1
Cedenale Homes (Elderly) 24
Total 198 15 15 16 18
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WATERTOWN HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Program Xo. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
West End 168
East End 60
Waverly Avenue (Elderly) 40
Total 26S
WEYMOUTH HOUSING AUTHORm'
State Progr_\m Xo. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Memorial Drive 208 1
Joseph Crehan (Elderly) 80 — —
Total 288 1
^MNTHROP HOUSING AUTHORITY
State PROGR.\Nr Xo. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 ' 1964 1965 1966
Edward Street 73
Viking Garden 30 —
Total 103
WOBURN HOUSING AUTHORITY'
State Progr.\m No. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Creston Avenue 68 1 1
"^Vebster Avenue 60
Liberty Avenue 48
\\'arren Avenue (Elderly) 40
Nichols Street (Tlderly) 54 I 2
Total 270 2 3
Federal Progr-\m
Spring Court 100 1 1 1 1
^VORCESTER HOUSING AUTHORITY
State Progr.\m Xo. of Units Xo. of Xon-White Families
1963 1964 1965 1966
Curtis Apartments 390 11 9 8 9
Lakeside Apartments 204 1
George F. Booth Memorial Apartments 75
Total 669 11 10 8 9
Feder.\l Progr-\m
Great Brook \'alley Gardens 600 22 23 27 32
Mayside Lane Apartments (Elderly) 50
Addison Streets Apartments i Elderly) 50 1 I
Mill Pond Lane Apartments i Elderly) 74
Murray Avenue i Elderly) 104 1
Total 878 22 23 28 34
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COUNCIL ACTmXIES
Purpose
The nine regional and advison councils, organized bv the Commission and composed
of representative citizens, have as their main objective to aid in effectuating the pur-
pose for which the Commission was established. Thev studv the problems of discrim-
ination in all fields of human relationships and specific instances of discrimination be-
cause of race, color, religious creed, national origin, sex. age or ancestrw Thev foster,
through community effort, good-will and cooperation among the various groups of the
population of the Commonwealth. Thev make recommendations to the Commission
for the development of educational programs. Thev assist the Commission in the per-
formance of its duties and functions in everv possible manner.
Accomplishments
These regional and advisor\- councils made important contributions to the Commis-
sion in its administration of the laws against discrimination during 1966. More fre-
quent meetings were held except in two notable instances. The councils made avail-
able consultants, who advised and aided aggrieved persons to prepare and file com-
plaints. Thev plav a major role in emploMnent fain; held throughout the state. They
aided in the planning and promotion of housing meetings aimed at improving relation-
ships between the real estate brokers and general public. A large number of members
were speakers, panelists and consultants at meetings and conferences. Thev provided
valuable advice to the Commission of the conditions and needs in local communities.
Some prepared and were instrumental in the publishing of news releases. All gave
important assistance and representation to the Commission in supporting the Commis-
sion's legislative program and exercising efforts to obtain an increased appropriation
for the Commission.
Commission Advisors and Regional Councils—1966
The following list contains the names of all persons who were members of a council
at anytime during 1966:
State Advisor)- Council
John J. Desmond. Jr., Chairman, Draper-Sears i- Co., Inc.
Clarence Q. Berger. Dean of University Planning and Development. Brandeis
Universitv
Rabbi Roland B. Gittelsohn, Temple Israel of Boston
Owen B. Kieman. Commissioner of Education. Massachusetts Department of Edu-
cation
Richard T. Kriebel, Consultant, Polaroid Corporation
Henrs M. Leen. Esq.. Roche and Leen. Attornevs at Law
Mildred H. Mahonev. former Chairman. Commission Against Discrimination,
1946-1964
Paul Parks, partner. Associated Architect and Engineer
Dr. Charles A. Pinderhughes. Psvchiatrist, Boston \'eterans Administration Hospital
Rt. Rev. Anson Phelps Stokes. Jr.. Bishop. Protestant Episcopal Diocese of Massa-
chusetts
Benjamin A. Trustman. Esq.. partner. Nutter. McClennen 5c Fish
Advisors Council on Housing
Robert E. Segal, Chairman, Executive Director. Jewish Communitv Council
^Vinnie Aronson. Mass. Federation Fair Housing Equal Rights
Edward J. Barshak. Attomev
Dr. Joseph Barth, Kings Chapel House
Gerald A. Berlin, former Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights and Civil
Liberties
Millicent Carpenter. CORE
Melnea Cass, member Executive Board, Boston Branch XAACP
George A. Coleman. Greater Boston Real Estate Board
Thomas J. Curtin. Deputy Commissioner of Education. Massachusetts Department
of Education
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Bertram A. Druker. John Druker & Sons, Managing Agents
Mrs. Albert Feingold, Americans for Democratic Action
Ralph Fcnton, Action for Interracial Understanding, Third Order of St. Francis
Thomas B. Francis, Committee for Civic Unity, Executive Secretary
Maurice E. Frye, Jr., Street & Co., Inc., and Rental Housing Association Director
Marvin E. Gilmore. Jr., Realtor
Reuben Goodman, Attorney
Robert L. Gustafson, Community Relations Director, American Friends Service
Committee
Barrv D. Hoffman, President, Pilgrim Management Corp.
Ray Hofford, Executive Vice President, Greater Boston Real Estate Board
M. Jacob Joslow, Executive Director, New England Region, American Jewish Con-
gress
Helen Kistin
Sol Kolack, Executive Director, Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith
Rabbi Samuel Korff, Rabbinical Council of Massachusetts
Lee H. Kozol, Attorney
John W. Kunhardt, Vice President, Hunneman Sc Co., Inc.
Morris Kritzman, Manager, Blue Cross-Blue Shield
Jerry Levin, Regent Homes, Inc.
Rev. Thomas E. MacLeod, St. Elizabeth's Church, Milton
Luther Knight Macnair, Executive Secretary, Civil Liberties Union of Massachusetts
Robert D. McPeck, Executive Secretary, Home Builders Association of Massachusetts
J. ^Vestbrook McPherson
Edward C. Mendler. Jr., Member Board of Trustees of Fair Housing, Inc.
Malcolm E. Peabody, Jr., Executive Director, Interfaith Housing Corp.
Philip Perlmutter, Regional Director, American Jewish Committee
Robert A. Pihlcrantz, C. W. Whittier & Bro., Greater Boston Real Estate Board
Myron C. Roberts, Roberts Brothers, Realtors
L. Robert Rolde, President & Treasurer, R & S Construction Co.
Saddle R. Sacks, Director, Fair Housing, Inc.
Albert M. Sacks, Professor, Harvard Law School
Rev. Tex S. Sample, Massachusetts Council of Churches
Milton Shaw, ^Vayside Realtors
"Walter L. Smart, Boston Redevelopment Authority
Robert F. Smith, Braemer Homes, Inc.
Muriel S. Snowden, Co-Director, Freedom House, Inc.
Anthony J. Tambone, Massachusetts Builders, Inc.
Mrs. George S. Tattan, Director, Division of Immigration and Americanization
AVilliam J. White, President, White-Bison & Co.
Walter K. "Winchester, Vice President, First Realty Co. of Boston
Berkshire Council
Samuel Sass, Chairman
Doris Bardon, High Point Galleries, Lenox
Samuel E. Bloomberg, Attorney
James MacGregor Burns, Professor of Political Science, Williams College
Lincoln S. Cain, partner, Cain, Hibbard & Myers, Attorneys
Rev. Joseph P. Cashin, Director, Catholic Youth Center
Dennis J. Duffin, Past President, Massachusetts Jaycees
John V. Gear), Executive Director, Berkshire Hills Conference, Inc.
David L. Gunn, Berkshire County Branch, NAACP
Nelson F. Hine, CPCU
David N. Keeney, Sales Consultant, A. H. Rice Co.
Donald N. Lathrop, Physics Instructor, Berkshire Community College
Hon. Samuel E. Levine, Justice, District Court of Williamstown
Albert F. Litano, Local 255, I.U.E. AFL^CIO
Emil Metropole, Realtor
Feland A. Nevers, D.D.S.
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William Nolan, Vice President &: Secretary, Sprague Electric Company
Arthur B. Phinney, Chairman, Dept. of Engineering and Technology, Berkshire
Community College
L. Alberta Pierce, Pittsfield Area Council of Churches
Mrs. Henry N. Rollison, Berkshire County Branch, NAACP
Jay C. Rosenfeld, Berkshire "Eagle" Pittsfield
Rabbi Sanford D. Shanblatt, Congregation Knesses Israel
Hon. Paul A. Tamburello, President Massachusetts Bar Association, U.S. Com-
missioner
Frank T. Walker, NAACP
Lafayette W. Walker, Legal Representative, NAACP
Boston Council
Carl Gilbert, Chairman (resigned July 1966)
Julius Bernstein, Regional Director, Jewish Labor Committee
Frederic C. Church, Chairman, Boit, Dalton & Church, Inc.
John V. Connolly, Business Manager, Boston Photoengravers Union No. 3 P
Hubert L. Connor, Director of Apprenticeship, Division of Apprentice Training,
Dept. of Labor and Industries
Harold R. Dann, Vice President (Personnel), New England Telephone &: Tele-
graph Co.
Norris G. Davis, Funeral Director
William H. Eastman, 2nd Vice President, John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co.
Kenneth Guscott, President, Boston Branch NAACP
Ernest A. Johnson, former Commissioner, Department of Labor and Industries
Thomas A. Pappas, President, C. Pappas Co., Inc.
Leonard T. Peters, Executive Vice President, Peters Employment Service
Sidney R. Rabb, Chairman of the Board, Stop and Shop, Inc.
Paul T. Rothwell, Chairman of the Board, Bay State Milling Company
Arthur Seserman, Esq., Executive Vice President, Boston Branch National Metal
Trades Assoc.
John S. Sullivan, Vice President, National Shawmut Bank of Boston
F. Frank Vorenberg, President, Gilchrist Company
Leslie E. Wood, Labor Relations Advisor and Consultant, Raytheon Company
Allan Ralph Zenowitz, Management Consultant
Cape Cod Council
Harold H. Williams, Chairman
Judith M. Barnet, Cape Cod Community College
Col. Herbert A. Barrow (Ret.), Real Estate Broker
Hon. James J. Bento, Judge, Fourth District Court of Plymouth
Harvard H. Broadbent, Superintendent of Schools, Town of Barnstable
Bradford E. Brown
Anthony Casella, Chairman, Yarmouth School Committee
Moncrieff M. Cochran, Sea Pines School
Norman H. Cook, Executive Secretary, Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce
Charles A. Coyle, Massachusetts Hotel-Motel Association
Eugenia Fortes, NAACP
Roma M. Freeman, Physical & Health Education Instructor
Arthur C. Goode, Vice President, Retail Trade Board
Jack Gravier, President, Jack's TV of Cape Cod, Inc.
Harold L. Hayes, Jr., Attorney
John T. Hough, Publisher, The Falmouth Enterprise
Mrs. John T. Hough
Joseph Indio, Nantucket Town Crier
Charles W. Jacoby, Director, Cape Cod Board of Realtors
Senator Allan Jones
James H. Kennedy, Manager, Division of Employment Security
John C. Linehan, Principal, Barnstable Junior High School
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Tliomas F. McKeon
Harry S. Merson, Superintendent, Falmouth Public Schools
Mrs. Harry S. Merson
Ben Morton, Secretary, Chamber of Commerce
Norman Nunes, Supervisor, Hood Milk Company
Lillian Olsen
Amelia Pena, League of Women Voters
John Pcna, Commissioner, Falmouth D.P.W.
Howard Penn, fonner President, Cape Cod Jaycees
Elvira Perry
Thomas Roderick
John J. Rosario, Engineer
Rev. Carl Fearing Schultz, D.D., Minister Federated Church of Hyannis
Frank Simmons, Sr., Builder
Mrs. Lewis Paul Todd, Truro
Helen Webster, Realtor
Rabbi Ronald Weiss, Cape Cod Synagogue
New Bedford Council
Lloyd B. Miller, Chairman
Rev. John Linden Aalfs, United Presbyterian Church
Valentina N. Almeida, Family Relocation Officer, New Bedford Redevelopment
Authority
Mary I. Andrade, Assistant Chief Technician, St. Luke's Hospital
Joseph Baldwin, Employment Manager, Division of Employment Security
Howard Baptista, Executive Director, Urban Renewal
Hon. Samuel Barnet, Special Justice, Third District Court
Henry A. Bartkiewicz, Attorney
Otis T. Branch
Rosalind Poll Brooker, Attorney
James M. Buckley, Director, Adult Education
Mabel E. Burrows
John R. Campbell, Manager, Business Office, New England Telephone & Telegraph
George E. Carignan, International Representative, Textile Workers Union of
America, AFL-CIO
Earle M. Carter, Sr.
Gregory P. Centeio
Edward P. Coury, State Representative, 7th Bristol District
Joaquim A. Custodio, Counselor, Rodman Job Corps
Erma E. DeBoer, Executive Director, New Bedford YWCA
Duncan Dottin
Barbara F. Dubin, Deputy Director, ONBOARD, Inc.
Arnold M. Dubin, Manager, International Ladies' Garment Workers Union
Harry R. Dunham, President, United Auto Workers Union Local 899, AFL-CIO
Dr. Henry R. Groebe, D.M.D.
Ronald Harper, Attorney
Mary B. Healey, Director, ONBOARD, Inc.
Mrs. William S. Holmes, Jr., Past President, Council of Women's Organizations of
New Bedford
Harold Hurwitz, Attorney
Rev. Richard A. Kellaway, First Unitarian Church in New Bedford
Gerald Klein
Sylvia H. Knowles
Arthur N. Leitao, Deputy Director, ONBOARD, Inc.
Jack Levine. Attorney
Edwin L. Livramento, On-the-Job-Training Field Supervisor, Rodman Job Corps
Center
Mrs. Edwin Livramento
Betsy McBratney
77
Ruih B. McFadden, Former Superintendent, New Bedford Public Schools
Frank C. Monteiro
Francis J. Murphy, Supervising Manager, Division of Employment Security
David M. Narva, Treasurer, Morton's Shoe Stores, Inc.
Joao R. Rocha, Publisher & Editor, Daily News Publishing Company, Inc.
Marshall Sawyer, Wareham High School
Dr. Consuelo M. Souza
Dorothy Stahre
Isaac Steiner, General Manager, Eastern Sportswear Mfg. Co., Inc.
Joseph A. Sylvia, Jr., Register of Deeds, Bristol County
Alfred A. Thackeray, Executive Secretary, New Bedford Chamber of Commerce
Mrs. Xenophon Thomas
Philip F. Tripp, Executive Secretary, New Bedford Housing Authority
Joseph S. Vera, Attorney
Guy Volterra, Attorney
Leonora Whyte, Coordinator, ONBOARD, Inc.
William J. Winsper, III, Asst. Director, Guidance & Placement, New Bedford High
School
Mrs. William O. Wood, Real Estate Agent
John M. Xifaris, Attorney, Legal Counsel, New Bedford Branch NAACP
Gloria Xifaris
Rabbi Bernard Ziskind, Tifereth Israel Synagogue
North Shore Council
John M. Lilly, Chairman
Alfred A. Albert, Royal Albert Realty
Anthony A. Athanas, President, Hawthorne Restaurants, Inc.
Samuel P. Backman, Realtor
Mary F. Berlyn, Supervisor, Civic Education and Adult Education, Lynn Public
Schools
Louis L. Brin, Editorial Staff "Jewish Advocate"
O. Robert Coe, Manager Central Employment, General Electric Company
Charles Cronis, Attorney
Rev. Earl W. Eldridge, Executive Secretary, The Greater Lynn Council of Churches
Mrs. Solomon M. Feldman
Mrs. Conover Fitch, Jr., Head of Women's Division, Trinity Church, Boston
Peter Gamage, Publisher, Lynn Item
Abraham Glovsky, Attorney
Dr. Francis L. Keane, Adjustment Counselor, Lynn Public Schools
Mrs. Prescott Kettell
Henry Kozlowski, Treasurer, Jackson & Phillips, Inc.; Chairman, Lynn Redevelop-
ment Authority
Robert G. Livingston, President, Nissen Baking Corp.
Herbert D. Marsh, President, Security-Danvers National Bank
Lawrence G. McGinn, Superintendent, Lynn Public Schools
Marcia L. Memmott, Director, ^Vomen's Bureau, Dept. Commerce and Development
Doris H. Nesbit, Editorial Department, Daily Evening Item
Theodore Regnante, Assistant Attorney General for Commonwealth of Massachu
setts
Armand J. St. Laurent, Funeral Director
Malcolm M. Stone, General Manager, Boston Machine Works Co.
Dr. William D. W^ashington
William A. Welch, Executive Secretary-Treasurer, Massachusetts Association of
School Superintendents
Springfield Council
Mrs. Richard B. Anderson, Past President, League of Women Voters
Oscar Bright
John Douglas Cummings, Attorney
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Claiace E. Gait, Head Psychiatric ^Vorker. Child Guidance Clinic
Chester X. Gibbs, Executive Director, Human Relations Commission
Muriel A. Griffin, President. McKnight District Improvement Association
Prof. Jacke C. Harris. Director, Community Tensions Center. Springfield College
Mrs. Eugene Hodges, Department Manager, Lerner Shops
Ravmond T. King. Attorney
Robert G. Little, Commonwealth Service Corps
Bernard H. McMahon. President. Springfield Five Cents Savings Bank
Rev. \ incent M. O'Connor, Catholic Charities
Mrs. Roger L. Putnam, President. Catholic Scholarships for Negroes, Inc.
Frederick B. Robinson. Director. Museum of Fine Arts, Springfield
James J. Shea, President, Milton Bradley Co.
Charles Vivenzio, Local 202, lUE, AFL-CIO, Financial-Recording Secretary
Worcester Council
Andrew B. Holmstrom, Chairman, Former Vice President Norton Company
John Barone, Commonwealth Service Corps.
Joan J. Bott, Young "Women's Christian Association
Rev. John Francis Burke, St. Peter's Parish
Rev. Hubert C. Callaghan, S.J., Director of Industrial Relations, Holy Cross College
Miss Elizabeth Campbell, Executive Director, Young \Vomen's Christian Asso-
ciation
Daniel J. Casale, Division of Employment Security, District Superintendent
Frederick E. Coe, Employment Manager, Norton Company
Jerome A. Collins, President, Massachusetts Merchants, Inc.
Ruth Collins
Joseph R. Eid, Employee Relations Manager, Wyman-Gordon Company
Katherine F. Erskine, Board Member, YWCA
Judge Joseph Goldberg, Central District Court, AVorcester
John J. Goldsberry, Jr., M.D., Chief Physical & Rehabilitation Medicine, Rutland
Heights Hospital
John B. Howarth, Postmaster, United States Post Office
Mi-s. Fred Jackson, NAACP; League of Women Voters
Howard B. Jefferson, President, Clark University
Rabbi Joseph Klein, Temple Emmanuel
James B. Lavin, President, Worcester, Mass. Labor Council, AFL-CIO
John S. Law^s, Principal, Burncoat Junior High School
Mrs. Arthur Jarrett, CORE
Anna Mays, NAACP
Mrs. John H. McMillan, Representative, League of "Women Voters
Mrs. Erwin C. Miller, President, Church Women United in Worcester County
\Valter A. Olson, Executive Director, Family Service Organization
Matthew P. O'Regan, Real Estate
Edson D. Phelps, Vice President, State Mutual Life Assurance Company of
America
Dorothy L. Salter, President, Salter Secretarial School
Luther C. Small, Executive Director, "W^orcester Housing Authority
Mrs. George E. Spence, NAACP; National Council of Christians and Jews
L. Irving St. Martin
Rev. John A. Stringfield, Belmont A. M. E. Zion Church
David Todd, Professor of Chemistry, Worcester Polytech Institute
Rev. Gordon M. Torgersen, First Baptist Church
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RESEARCH ADVISORY COUNCIL
Prof. Leonard Fein, Chairman Research Advisory Council, Department of Poliiical
Science, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Prof. Kenneth Benne, Human Relations Center, Boston Univesrity
Prof. Robert Chin, Department of Psychology and Human Relations Center, Bos-
ton University
Dean Gerhart Wiebe, School of Public Communications, Boston University
Sister Marie Augusta Xeal, SXD, Department of Sociology, Emmanuel College
Prof. \Villiam Angell, School of Education, Boston University and Massachusetts
Institute of Technology-
Prof. Frederick Frey, Department of Political Science, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology
Prof. Ithiel DeSola Pool, Department of Political Science, Massachusetts Institute
of Technology
Prof. Bradburv- Seasholes, Lincoln Filene Center for Citizenship and Public Affairs,
Tufts University
Prof. Bernard Harleston, Department of Psychology, Tufts University
Dr. Florence Shelton, Research Assistant, Graduate School of Education, Harvard
University
Prof. Zvi Sobel, Department of Sociology, Brandeis University
Prof. Joseph Hozid, Department of Sociology, Simmons College
Mrs. Katherine Clark, Assistant to the Director, Joint Center for Urban Studies
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ment, Inc.
Mr. "Wendell MacDonald. Director, New England Regional Office, Bureau of Labor
Statistics
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FINANCIAL REPORT — 1966
YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1966
This financial statement reports for the fiscal year of 1966, which comprises July 1
1965 through June 30, 1966.
Allotted Expended
Salaries^ $135,841 $135,657
Stenotypists, Sheriffs' fees,
Consultants 4,321 4,150
Electricity 750 750
Travel and Subsistence^ 6,599 5,800
Printing 2,150 1,673
Repairs 410 410
Special 59 52
Office Expenses,^ (Stationery, Postage,
Tel. and Tel., Newsclips, etc.) 7,700 7,612
Equipment
Rent 9,666 9,338
$167,496 $165,442
1) Deficiency allotment of $3,700 included in $135,841.
2) $799 allotted for use by Springfield office not used because State car was used
entirely by Springfield staff. (Subsidiary account 0462-02-10, Springfield appropria-
tion, not transferrable to 0462-01-10, Boston appropriation.)
3) Deficiency allotment of $585 included in $7,700.
FUTURE PLANS
The Commission, being fully aware of the problems entailed in the field of civil
rights, is ever mindful that discrimination is a dynamic force requiring unceasing
efforts to produce its diminution and elimination. To obtain a favorable balance, the
various intricacies of discrimination must be combatted by a vibrant, viable program.
To accomplish this objective the following projects have been blueprinted but have
not been executed due to a lack of funds to provide staff and the incident expenses to
allow for implementation:
A sur\'ey of all real estate agencies in the state for the purpose of educating and
orienting them to the existing housing accommodations law. This would be followed
by a series of seminars and meetings with all boards of realtors, builders' associations
and developers stressing the positive factual experience and current situation in
neighborhoods where open occupancy policies exist.
Conduct an organized lecture series at junior and senior high schools depicting the
true progress made in employment. This project is planned to include the vocational
guidance counsellors in a program to greatly reduce the existing time lag between
them and private industry'.
Institute a program to aid those employers subscribing to the Plans for Progress
programs. This would include techniques for finding qualified minority applicants
for existing jobs.
Establish a procedure of follow-up and check back on housing and employment
complaints, in which probable cause was found, to determine the extent of compliance
and the nature of other developments.
Establish much needed communication with the Spanish speaking elements through-
out the state.
Improve and implement liaison and communications with all non-white elements in
the state.
No legislation is recommended at this time.
Once again the Commission urgently requests legislative approval for the expansion
of its budget and staff. Provision of this request would give the Commission those re-
sources requisite to provide the services that it regards essential in procuring the
elimination of discrimination.
